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OPTIONS FOR RESTRUCTURING nu:
FEDERAL EMPLOYMENT AND

TRAINING SYSTEM

THURSDAY, AUGUST 4, 1994

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
EMPLOYMENT, HOUSING, AND AVIATION SUBCOMMITTEE

OF' THE COMMUTEE ON GOVERNMENT OPERATIONS,
Washington, DC.

The subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, at 10:13 a.m., in room
2247, Rayburn House Office Building, Hon. Co Din C. Peterson
(chairman of the subcommittee) presiding.

Present: Representatives Collin C. Peterson, William H. Zeliff,
Jr., John M. McHugh, and Frank D. Lucas.

Also present: Wendy Adler, staff director; Joy R. Simonson and
Linda Thompson, professional staff members; June Livingston,
clerk, and Judith A. Blanchard, minJrity deputy staff director,
Committee on Government Operations.

OPENING STATEMENT OF CHAIRMAN PETERSON

Mr. PETERSON. The subcommittee will be in order.
This is the third hearing this year that we have had in this sub-

committee examining the maze of Federal employment training
programs and how we might create a more effective system.

At our first hearing, the General Accounting Office testified that
there are 154 programs in 14 agencies which cost some $25 billion
annually. Calling this bureaucratic maze confusing, ineffective, and
wasteful, GAO stated that a major overhaul of the system is need-
ed.

The importance and urgency of reorganizing Federal job training
programs is underscored by the rising pressures to end welfare as
we know it. If welfare recipients are to be pushed into employment,
the need for job training and other services will be enormous. I
have the fear that none of the current programs, even with in-
creased resources, will be able to provide the range of services
which will be required if' we move ahead with this change in the
welfare system. Restructuring the employment and training system
must accompany, if not precede, welfare reform.

A different source of pressure to improve worker skills is the
danger of renewed inflation. The Federal Reserve Board Chairman
Greenspan, in recent testimony before the Senate Banking Com-
mittee, referred te signs of labor shortages and said, "We ought to
be encouraging other measures to increase the flexibility of our
work force and labor markets. Improving education and training

(I)
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and facilitating better and more rapid matching of workers with
jobs are essential elements in making more effective use of the U.S.
labor force."

A Dun and Bradstreet survey last month revealed that employ-
ers report that finding qualified workers is becoming more andmore difficult.

Just as a side note, I have a county that is up on the Canadian
border, a million miles from nowhere, and where they make Polaris
snowmobiles and Marvin windows. And Polaris had to locate a
plent in Iowa because they ran out of labor. So we are experiencing
that even in the rural areas.

Yet there are still about 8 million people in this country unem-
ployed, and additional millions in part time or temporary jobs can't
support a family. And there are continuing reports of major
downsizing and corporate restructuring which result in additional,
thousands of frustrated dislocated workers.

The administration has proposed a Reemployment Act which
would consolidate six Labor Department programs, largely aimed
at dislocated workers. Several committees in the House and Senate
are considering this bill, and over a dozen other bills have been in-
troduced that would restructure Federal job training programs.
There is widespread opinion that the Reemployment Act is only a
first step toward the goal of improving the efficiency, effectiveness
and responsiveness of the system.

Our last hearing on this subject featured high-ranking officials of
several agencies with major employment and training programs.
They discussed some limited efforts to coordinate their programs,
but they were far from suggesting to us a blueprint of how we can
move from this wasteful fragmentation of 154 programs to a more
effective system.

Today, the GAO will discuss some options for restructuring the
current system. The National Commission on Employment Policy,
an independent agency established to make recommendations to
the President and Congress on employment and training issues,
will offer new approaches.

And I think State and local viewpoints can provide us a reality
check. Therefore, I look forward also to the two other witnesses we
have with us today. First, the chief of staff of the New York Lieu-
tenant Governor will share New York's experience with an inte-
grated work force development system and the lessons that it may
hold for the Federal Government. And, second, the director of the
local human service operation run by the Minnesota Teamsters
Union will report on some exciting things that have been happen-
ing in Minnesota on their grassroots project.

It will certainly not be easy.to unravel the complex spiderweb of
programs and replace it with a system which is tailored to the
needs of both employers and workers, flexible, efficiently adminis-
tered and accountable for its outcomes. The existing programs are
well-intentioned and have strong defenders, but we must use this
moment of opportunity to push toward a major overhaul of the job
training system.

I would now like to recognize the ranking member of the sub-
committee for an opening statement and any other members who
wish to make an opening statement. Mr. Zeliff.

6
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Mr. ZELIFF. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
I appreciate your calling this hearing today to discuss potential

solutions to improve the delivery of Federal job training services.
Under your leadership this subcommittee has done important work
by focusing needed attention on the serious problem. I hope our col-
leagues are listening and are as interested as we are to meeting
this challenge.

Currently, the Federal Government has 154 job training pro-
grams spread over 14 different agencies, costing the taxpayer $25
billion annually. This inefficient patchwork approach to job spreads
our limited resources out very thinly and fails to effectively serve
Americans who are desperately in need of these programs.

Despite evidence that many of these programs fail miserably in
their mission of providing effective employment and job training
services, Congress continues to fund them. Quite simply, if we are
going to spend the money for job training, we owe it to those need-
ing help to spend it well.

As I have stated before in prior hearings, making our job train-
ing programs work better is a cause that I have worked on for
many years. For 10 years I was a member of the New Hampshire
Private Industry Council, both for CETA and JTPA. New Hamp-
shire has been a leader in efforts to reform our employment and
job training programs, creating a one-stop system that is client ori-
ented.

My experiences at the State level strongly influence my efforts
here in Washington. Last Friday, I rose with Congressman Jchn
Kasich, Congressman John Mica and 18 of our colleagues to intro-
duce the Employment Enhancement Reform Act of 1994, H.R.
4861. This legislation will simplify and streamline the flow of Fed-
eral job training dollars to the States to better assist Americans
with their participation in the work force.

The act consolidates over 90 Federal job training programs into
one flexible block grant program. States will have one set of job
training definitions and regulations to implement and one funding
stream to monitor. The result will be more resources devoted to ef-
fective job training services that will put people back to work and
fewer dollars being wasted on administrative services.

States will also have the flexibility to target job training funds
where they are needed most and be creative in providing this train-
ing. A single, more efficient job training effort will also reduce the
deficit by approximately $7 billion over the next 5 years.

This legislation also repeals the 0.2 percent FUTA--Federal un-
employment taxsurtax that was adopted in 1976 and was in-
tended to be only temporary. This repeal demonstrates to busi-
nesses that some Members of Congress are conscious of the man-
dates imposed by the Federal Government. This provision will take
a small step toward reducing the cost of labor to business to en-
courage job growth.

Mr. Chairman, legislation is desperately needed to make our job
training dollars work better and effectively put people into the
work force. I stand ready to work with you and the administration
on legislation to implement the reforms necessary to accomplish
this goal.
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I look forward to hearing from our witnesses today on their views
regarding the changes that Congress must make, as well as innova-
tive programs that are already being implemented.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. PETERSON. Thank you, Mr. Zeliff.
Mr. Lucas? Any other members that have opening statements,

without objection they will be made a part of the record.
Our first panel of witnesses today are Anthony Carnevale, who

is Chairman of the National Commission on Employment Policy,
and Clarence Crawford, Associate Director for Health, Education
and Human Services Division, Education and Employment Issues,
with the General Accounting Office.

We welcome you both to the committee. It is our custom in Gov-
ernment Operations to swear in witnesses because these are inves-
tigative hearings. Do you have any objection to being sworn? If not,
would you please rise and raise your right hands?

[Witnesses sworn.]
Mr. PETERSON. Both your written statements will be entered in

the record in their entirety, so if you want to summarize that
would be fine.

Mr. Carnevale, I guess we are going to start with you. Do you
have people with you today?

Mr. CRAWFORD. They are with me.
Mr. PETERSON. When we get to your point, you can identify who

they are.
Mr. Carnevale, welcome to the committee.

STATEMENT OF ANTHONY P. CARNEVALE, CHAIRMAN,
NATIONAL COMMISSION ON EMPLOYMENT POLICY

Mr. CARNEVALE. Thank you. Thank you for inviting us here
today.

In addition to chairing the National Commission for Employment
Policy I am also the vice president and director of human resource
studies for the committee for economic development, which is a .
association of 250 CEO's of American companies with an equally
deep interest in this set of issues.

Much of what I say today will derive from experiences in those
institutions that I think are directly transferable to the problems
we face in public employment and training programs, that is, the
need to essentially reengineer, rebuild, and restructure these pro-
grams so that they are more effective and delivered with a univer-
sal quality.

We have been here before on this issue. That is about,there
seems to be a cycle in Federal employment and training programs
that occurs about every 10 years. We are profligate for a decade or
so in creating programs. And at the end of every decade we seem
to move toward consolidation. MTDA and then CETA and JTPA
are now all episodes of consolidation that have occurred after the
creation of a multiplicity of programs.

I think what we need to do this time is to build a process that
assures that 10 years from now we won't be back here again talk-
ing about the same issue, a process that is self-correcting and a
process that allows us to continuously include Federal purposes
and programs in some cohesive whole.
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The difference this time, though, I would argue, in this conversa-
tion about consolidation and building a more efficient system, is
that the conditions have changed. A primary difficulty in the cur-
rent moment is that we don't have much money. The Federal Gov-
ernment is strapped and so are State and local governments.

And so it behooves us now more than ever to build some kind
of an intergovernmental, a Federal, truly Federal, State, and local
training system that makes best use of resources. We've got to find
ways to combine our moneys both in the public sector and in the
private sector so that they are used most effectively. In an environ-
ment of constrained resources, inefficiency and duplication is most
harmful.

Second, it seems to me that the other difference this time around
is that the needs have changed on us dramatically. We started out
in the 1930's and 1940's worried about the employment and train-
ing of all Americans on the heels of the Great Depression. After
World War H, the economy worked so well we stopped worrying
about mainstream Americans, and in the 1960's we dedicated most
of our resources to Americans who are outside the economy. The
rest of us were doing pretty well.

And then in the 1970's we began to experience dislocation and
reduced productivity and competitiveness problems, and ever since
we have been slowly moving back toward the original conversation
and that is the development of a system of employment and train-
ing services for all Americans, not just the disadvantaged, the dis-
located and the poor.

And that is, I think, essentially the context that surrounds the
debate over the administration's bill and the building of a new em-
ployment and training system.

The other difficulty we face at the moment is that there have
been profound changes in the private sector. American institutions
have, as a matter of necessity, become lean in a new competitive
environment. They are building flexible institutions, using flexible
technologies, and they want a flexible work force.

The difficulty is that for more and more Americans, flexible is a
fancy word for fired or for a job without benefits or a job without
protections, a job without training and employment services, and so
it behooves us I think as a Nation, if we are to ensure the flexibil-
ity of the American economy, which is its principal competitive ad-
vantage, I would arve, is that we need to build a set of tools for
workers that will allow them to be flexible.

The health care debate is about thatportable pensions, family
considerations, day care, parental leave. Those debates are about
that, and I think this debate is about the need to build labor mar-. ket information and employment and training services that will
allow Americans to move from one job to the next fluidly, without
major dislocation for families.

I think the fourth thing that is differentand it is the best news
I think in this conversationis that there have been dramatic im-
provements in the practice of--in managerial practice, in organiza-
tional design and in the ability of information systems to make
to create efficiencies and high-quality service in complex institu-
tions in the private sector. And there is much to learn from that,
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and I think the solution to our problem lies in those new organiza-
tional information technologies.

To the point, let me make what I think are the general rec-
ommendations that are floating around these days on this issue,
and one is that we need to consolidate as many of these programs
as we can immediately. There are some obvious candidates for con-
solidation and even for elimination that are discussed in various
bills floating around the Congress.

Second, it seems to me we need to establish some sort of an over-
sight board or committee that lasts for a specific durationsome-
where between 3 and 4 yearsthat would continue the process of
consolidation and oversight until we felt that at some point we had
a system that was streamlined and effective.

I would argue, as argued in H.R. 4407, that it is probably a good
idea to ask the National Commission on Employment Policy to re-
port to that Commission and make recommend.ations on program
consolidation and streamlining of administrative processes.

In addition, I think that it is reasonably clear that we need to
institute a series of reporting processes to the Congress, an annual
report perhaps from the National Commission and other institu-
tions on the employment and training system and its efficiency.
The old employment and training report of the President, which
was around up until about a decade ago, served that purpose and
has now disappeared. We should reinstitute that and issue it annu-
ally.

Finally, I think that the most important thing I'd like to leave
you with today is that I think our approach to reform should be
consistent with modern management and information practices in
other institutions outside the public sector. What I mean by that
is that, essentially, the problem we face is the same one faced by
modern American businesses.

Their need to build lean institutions and to ci mite quality service
systems and highly decentralized structures led them to use infor-
mation-based solutions. In the case of Federal employment and
training programs, we can consolidate a lot of them, but there is
an inherent diversity in these programs. That is, you can't use the
same program authority and the same program deliverer to serve
handicapped individuals as to serve a veteran, a disadvantaged
worker, a dislocated worker. And even youth and adults have dif-
ferent needs.

We need a system that can account for that diversity, a system
that can deliver variety and customize the treatments necessary for
different kinds of clients located in different kinds of areas. We
need a system that, in the final analysis, is sufficiently decentral-
ized to handle all these specific needs but at the same time across
the system delivers efficiency, eliminates duplication and waste
and a system that provides a consistent quality.

The way that sort of structure is generally arrived at in private
institutions is by using information, by building, first, management
information systems that tell you in all the decentralized parts of
your institution and the separate and autonomous units out there
what they are actually doing in the case of employment and train-
ing programs.

AD



We could use a simplified common core of information that would
substitute for virtually for all of the current bureaucratic oversight
kinds of procedures that are installed in current law. All of the pro-
grams train. All the programs provide education. All of themvir-
tually allprovide job search assistance, counseling, job develop-
ment, placement. And if we could simply build a reporting system
across all the programs in those categories, we would have a man-
agement information system that told us what the system was
doing that would allow us to give autonomy to the subunits out
there in the States and localities.

Second, we need to build information around the effects of these
services. If we educate and train, we need to know how much
learning occurs.

And, third, we need to build information on the outcomes of
these services. The UI wage record data base, which is currently
available to us, can tell us in all of these programs and across all
of these programs what the earnings and employment effects of the
various programs are. That is a data base that is available now.
It is much cheaper to use than the current evaluative structure in
Federal employment and training programs.

And, finally, we need some labor market information. One of the
questions that is constantly begged in this dialog on consolidation
I feel is the basic issue with training and that is training for what?
Where are the jobs? Until we can understand more clearly where
the jobs are in the American economy, our employment and train-
ing programs will always be hobbled for want of that information.
That information is available, again, in the UI wage records system
and could be built rather easily, frankly, into a system that would
provide both local information on where the jobs are and national
information as well.

So I think, apart from immediate consolidations and elimination
of redundancies in programs and consolidation around missions
and client groups, we need to build an information system in the
end that will guarantee continuous improvement in these pro-
grams, tell us where the jobs are related to training and education,
allow us to decentralize the structurebecause with the manage-
ment information system in place you don't need to run the pro-
grams from here. You can eliminate most of the other oversight in
the progTam structureand a system of information that tells us
what the outcomes of the programs are so that we can decide
whether the system is working or not.

Thank you.
Mr. PETERSON. Thank you.
[The prepared statement of Mr. Carnevale follows:]
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Mr. Chairman and Members of the Subcommittee:

Thank you for the opportunity to appear before you this morning to discuss the

development of options for an improved workforce development system.

I am the Chairman of the National Commission for Employment Policy (NCEP), an

independent advisory body that reports to both the President and the Congress on the

employment needs of the Nation and policies to meet those needs. The Commission

consists of 15 members appointed by the President, who designates one member as Chair.

The law requires that members represent business, labor, commerce, education, agriculture,

veterans, current state and local elected officials, community-based organizations, assistance

programs, and the public at large. Commissioners are uncompensated and serve three-year

terms.

Assisting the Commissioners in their work is a permanent 14-member staff of senior

economists, labor lawyers, program experts, and support personnel, whose expertise can be

supplemented as needed through personnel loan agreements with universities and other

governmental agencies at federal, state, and local levels.

The Commission's mission fits squarely with the subject of these hearings. Our

Congressional authorization specifies that we ...

1
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identifr the employment goals and needs of the Nation and assess the extent to
which ... (current policies and programs) represent a consistent, integrated, and
coordinated approach to meeting such needs and achieving such goals....

o examine and evaluate the effectiveness of federally assisted employment and
training programs, including those authorized by !TPA and other laws... [and]

o study and make recommendations on how, through policies and actions in the
public and private sectors, the Nation can attain and maintain full employment....

These three mandated responsibilities provide us with both the authority and the

focus for our efforts. The first, in particular, is tailor made for the current debate on

consolidation, or how to develop a consistent, integrated, and coordinated approach to

workforce development. The second speaks to the question of how to ensure that the

publicly funded training programs that are in place are effective and meeting customer

needs. The third concerns the bottom.line issue, "Training for what?" What kinds ofjobs

are out there for individuals who successfully complete training programs? Indeed, what

kinds of jobs are out there for any youth or adult who is seeking employment?

I should point out that the Commission's current staff is roughly divided into two

research teams. One group of program and public policy experts is focusing on

programmatic concerns, including consolidation and governance issues, while the second,

made up of economists and labor lawyers, is looking at the impact of technological change

on jobs and wage differentials, the phenomenon of contingent workers, and other specific

employment issues.

14
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Our concern today, however, is the issue of program consolidation. The General

Accounting Office (GAO) has performed a valuable service in pointing out where there are

redundancies in the various programs that have grown up over time to assist in workforce

preparation. It is interesting to note that this discovery parallels what has become a regular

historical "cycle" in the history of federally funded training programs. Over the past thirty

years, periods of strong program growth have alternated with efforts to rationalize the

system that has been created. Most often, these reform efforts, which tend to recur every

ten years or so, have focused on the need to consolidate individual categories of programs

into block grants or to ck velop more coordinated planning at state and local levels of

government.

In the sixties, for example, Congress authorized the Concentrated Employment

Program (CEP) and the Cooperative Area Manpower Planning System (CAMPS). In the

seventies, the Comprehensive Employment and Training Program (CETA) was designed to

decentralize and decategorize training programs. And in the eighties, the Job Training

Partnership Act (JTPA) continued these trends, with additional emphasis on creating

partnerships between local government and private businesses in the oversight of

amimunity projects.

This is a new era for the consolidation of federal programs. What is different now

in contrast to previous attempts at consolidation and reform is (I) We live in an era of

constrained resources in which Federal, state, and local governments have insufficient funds

3
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to meet the employment and training needs of all Americans; and (2) the needs themselves

have grown. Originally, in the 1930s and 1940s, on the heals of the Great Depression,

Congress earnestly debated policies to match public re. )urces to the employment and

training needs of all Americans. That debate culminated in the Employment Act of 1946,

whose fiftieth anniversary we will be celebrating in 1996. Throughout the 1950's and 1960's,

the American economy grew almost effortlessly and provided an abundance of job

opportunities for mainstream Americans. With the post-World War II boom, there seemed

little need to provide universal employment and training services for all Americans. In the

sixties, we turned our attention to those Americans who were outside the mainstream

economy and developed policies for their inclusion.

With the productivity decline and competitiveness problems that began in the 1970s,

we began to experience job dislocations among mainstream Americans once again. Since

that time, we have been slowly moving back toward the debate prevalent in the 1930's and

1940's, which envisioned providing employment and training services for all Americans.

These hearings and the general debate that has emerged around the President's

Reemployment Act occurs in that context. The challenge for the Congress is to meet these

expanding employment and training needs in an era of constrained public resources. We

are, after all, not here simply to eliminate programs, but rather to create a system of

workforce development activities that will carry us into the next century.
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A third difference from previous consolidation efforts is the increased intensity of

competition that is forcing American employers to be "lean." In order to compete in the

new economy, employers must use flexible technologies, flexible organizational structures,

and flexible.workers. American workers need to become more flexible, but we cannot allow

flexible to become just a fancy word for "fired." We can be lean without being mean.

Indeed, if we want American workers to be flexible, we are going to have to give them the

tool kit that will make them flexible, and the tools needed in that kit include portable health

care, portable pensions, family services such as day care and parental leave, and more to

the point of our current discussions labor market information and employment and

training services that will allow workers to take responsibility for their own career

development and make positive transitions from one job to the next.

In the final analysis, the challenge before you is to create an effective employment

system that will provide high quality services in an environment of scarce resources. The

challenge you face is exactly the same challenge faced by most American employers. Up

until the early seventies employers won the competitive race based on their ability to

produce high volumes at low prices. Since then, our competitors have taught us the hard

way that we not only needed to provide the lowest price but quality, variety, customization

convenience and speed as well. Employers have met the new standards by pushing decision

making authority along with new flexible technologies down the line toward the point of

production or service delivery and at the interface with the customer. These new

decentralized "high performance work" formats, however, do not just let individual business

5
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units or suppliers do their own thing. That would be a prescription for chaos and

fragmentation that would inevitably increase the gross inefficiency and uneven quality we

already find in our current training system, not to mention our highly fragmented health

care and education systems.

The business solution is to avoid fragmentation by integrating complex institutions

nith information and performance standards that allow autonomy in individual business

units while guaranteeing overall efficiency and consistent quality. Information and

standards tend to come in four kinds: (1) management information that monitors activities,

discourages redundancy and inefficiency, and provides a basis for effective consolidation;

(2) information on the effectiveness of individual services; (3) information on overall

outcomes; and (4) customer information that both makes the service user friendly and

provides customer feedback.

We have already begun to reform our education and health care systems based on

effective management information and outcome standards and we should do the same for

our fragmented training programs. Those programs need to meet the same performance

standards that American business has learned to achieve in production and service delivery.

The new business standards of efficiency, quality, variety, customization, convenience and

speed have become standards for all organizational performance. Why should public

training be held to a lower standard than private enterprise, especially when the

6
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technologies and high performance formats pioneered in private business over the past

twenty years are as available in public as in private institutions?

We do, after all, want training programs delivered efficiently with high quality. We

want programs capable of responding to the variety of client needs ranging from the

disadvantaged to the dislocated worker, from veterans to older Americans. We also want

programs that can customize services to the broad diversity of individual situations, from

those that serve the physically and emotionally challenged to those that are delivered in the

distinctive context of the American Indian. And, finally, we want programs that are

delivered conveniently and quickly to all Americans who require assistance.

The business solution to our current dilemma with our employment and training

programs should begin with information systems. The current system Is fragmented,

inefficient, and provides uneven quality of services. If we were a busingss institution, the

way we would encourage efficiency and a greater consistency of quality is by developing a

network of providers, integrated by information on outcomes of the services provided, and

not by cumbersome regulations and bureaucratic requirements.

Having acknowledged the need for reform, however, we must now go beyond it to the

next step, which is to develop an actual "blueprint" for a new system that will work more

efficiently and effectively than our current fragmented efforts.

7
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A BLUEPRINT FOR REFORM

I begin with two biases that arise from my own involvement in private sector

experiences with building "high performance" training systems.

First, we must keep our eyes on the ultimate objectives of consolidation. I believe

strongly that the current consolidation dialogue needs to balance four interrelated goals:

efficiency, effectiveness, flexibility, and accountability. The efficiency goal is best served by

reducing administrative costs and increasing the proportion of funds going into services.

Flexibility can be achieved by allowing state and local discretion wherever possible in

programmatic choices. Accountability in a decentralized system derives from establishing

consistent management information and outcome measures. Effectiveness should be

measured in terms of the ultimate goal of achieving greater employability and earnings.

Second, it is clear that increasing flexibility in the absence of a strong management

information system (MIS) and measurable outcome goals is not advisable. I have in mind

a franchise-type model, long since typical in private companies. Businesses like Sears,

Manpower, Inc., VISA and any number of similar franchise operations are state-of-the-art

models of highly decentralized structures that combine MIS and measured outcome goals

to promote efficiency and quality in subunits without violating their operational integrity.

8
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Based on these two presumptions, the Commission's plan for improving the current

workforce development system would follow these steps:

(1) Begin immediately to eliminate or consolidate programs that are either unfunded

or clearly duplicative in nature. This ongoing process needs to be deliberate, based on an

analysis of existing programs. H.R. 4407, the Consolidated and Reformed Education,

Employment, and Retraining Systems Act (CAREERS Act) proposal, introduced in the

House on May 12, 1994, calls for the establishment of an independent body to manage the

reform effort. We concur with the need for such a body but recommend that representatives

from both the Congress and the Executive Branch serve, and that it remain in existence for

a period of three years, rather than two, so that early initial progress in consolidation could

be assessed before the oversight function is terminated.

We also agree that a neutral body without programmatic responsibilities should be

assigned the task of conducting a one-year study for the purpose of making

recommendations to develop a comprehensive and coherent system of lifelong learning.

As H.R. 4407 suggests, the National Commission for Employment Policy would be ideally

suited to this task, which parallels our first broad mandate. We concurwith H.R. 4077 that

there should be an initial report recommending further consolidation after one year. We

would also recommend this initial report be followed by six-month progress reportsand a

final report at the end of three years that would summarize the current status of

consolidation.

9
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Thereafter, we further suggest that a report be provided to the Congress every two

years with an additional progress report on consolidation, containing recommendations for

any additional changes required. It is my belief that there needs to be an ongoing process

in place to assure that Congress will continue to receive the information it needs for

ongoing assessment and continuous improvement in the employment and training system.

(2) Develop a common information system that cuts across program lines. This will

allow us to make comparisons and managerial judgments that increase the effectiveness of

programs. I used the example earlier of Sears, Visa, and other franchise models that allow

managers at all levels to know almost instantly what is happening in specific localities.

Given the achances in computer technolou, there is no reason that the public sector cannot

strive for similar results.

Within this system, four kinds of information should be gathered:

(A) Manneement Information. Parallel management information systems would

enable program operators and administrators to know what the programs are

accomplishing. Progress in the development of such a system would require the

establishment of common eligibility and service definitions and elimination of excessive

reporting requirements. The Commission fully supports the work of the "Common Core

Data Elements Work Group," an interagency task force that issued a draft report on "Core

Data Elements and Common Definitions for Employment and Training Programs" last

February.

10
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(B) 1.abor Market Information (LMD. More attention must be given to developing

adequate information about the kinds of jobs that are being created. We believe that the

UI wage record system could a/so be used to provide more useful information about the

kinds of jobs that are being created nationwide. This new effort should be located In the

State Employment Security Agencies. Basic functions like vocational assessment, Job

counseling, job search assistance, and job development need to be embedded in public

institutions. We need to build on a core of strong public institutions that were cleated

originally by the Congress to meet the needs of American workers. In addition, the public

Employment Service, which has for many years prepared labor market information for local

areas and states, should be integrally involved in the development of a renewed system of

LMI, including expanded usage of Ul wage records for evaluative purposes. These public

institutions are needed to ensure the integrity of the data collected to protect sensitive

employer information and to meet other related concerns of confidentiality.

(C) Program Effectiveness and/or Outcome Data. These would establish individual

learning gains and employment and earnings effects, following specific services and

treatments. Learning gains from programs aimed at educational objectives could be

measured by standardized achievement tests. Employment and earnings effects from

occupational training programs should be measured by tracking pre- and post-earnings

experience through the Unemployment Insurance (UI) data base. The latter is a unique

data base tying unemployment insurance wage and employment records to the JTPA

program. The technique allows for the tracking of pre- and post-program employment and

11
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earnings experience of adult participants. Where records are kept on individual treatments

(i.e., employment services, training, OJT, etc.), their effectiveness in promoting

employability and earnings can be directly assessed. In the 1992, JTPA Reform

Amendments, Congress directed the Bureau of Labor Statistics to begin exploring how to

expand this system nationwide, and the Commission would recommend that this effort go

forward as rapidly as possible. We also acknowledge that many pieces of legislation and

departmental regulations contain reporting requirements. Any reform of the system would

need to ensure that the revised system did not become an overlay on already existing

requirements.

(D) Customer Information. Tying MIS, LMI, and UI wage record data together

should make it possible to make program effectiveness data available to "customers" --

namely, prospective participants, counselors, and others.

Based on all of this information, we would recommend that Congress also assign the

task of preparing an annual Employment and Training Report, modeled after The

Employment and Training Report of' the President, previously published by the U.S.

Department of Labor. The new report, which would be published annually, would be

broader in scope than the previous report, including evaluative program data from all

publicly funded workforce preparation programs in all Federal Departments. We wouldalso

urge that the annual report include Information about training provided by business and

others in the private sector. To develop this report would require that program data and

12
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labor market information be regularly provided to the agency respoi.,iblefor the report by

Executive Departments in charge of programs. Because the reporting requirements

recommended here cut across Federal Departments and are of interest to both the

Administration and the Congress, we would further recommend that both the biennial

reports on consolidation and the annual employment and training report be prepared by

a free standing agency that reports both to the President and the Congress. Obviously, we

are one such institution and we would welcome the mission if the Congress and the

Administration should want us to take it on.

Thank you for allowing me to speak to you today. I will be happy to entzrtain any

questions you might have about either the Commission or my testimony.

13
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APPENDIX A

GUIDING PRINCIPLES FOR CHANGE

The issue of coordination and consolidation is currently at the forefront of
Congressional efforts to reform the existing education and training system. The General
Accounting Office (GAO) has suggested to the Congress that a major structural overhaul
and consolidation of employment and training programs is needed in order to create a
customer-driven employment system. In my judgment, the GAO is correct in arguing for
major structural or systemic change, but I would underscore the point that there is a need
to go beyond the mere consolidation of existing programs. In light of the great changes
occurring in the economy, the goal must be nothing short of reconstructing from disparaie
pieces an efficient and effective labor market exchange where workers can go to find jobs
and employers can go to find workers who meet their standards. It is a structure of this
kind that will support the labor market flexibility, which is the primary source of our
competitive advantage in the global economy.

The current consolidation dialogue needs to balance four interrelated goals:
efficiency, effectiveness, flexibility, and accountability. The efficiency goal is best served by
reducing administrative costs and increasing the proportion of funds going into services.
Flexibility is achieved by allowing state and local discretion wherever possible in
programmatic choices. Accountability in a decentralized system is best achieved by
establishing consistent management information and outcome measures. Effectiveness
should be measured in terms of the ultimate goal of achieving greater employability and
earnings.

Based on its understanding or these needs, the Commission is advocating the
development of a consistent cross-program MIS system and an Unemployment Insurance
(UI) wage record data-based evaluation system. It is also offering to study current
employment and training programs to assess the four interrelated goals identified above and
to make recommendations to the Congress with regard to necessary changes.

As part of the latter effort, the Commission has already undertaken the following
projects: (1) A review of current evaluations of training programs administered by the U.S.
Department of Labor; (2) an analysis of the Administration's Reemployment Act of 1994
proposal, which calls for the consolidation of several programs for displaced workers; and
(3) a review of past and current program coordination efforts undertaken by the federal
government and some states and localities.

Based upon its current state of knowledge and preliminary study results, the
Commission has promulgated the following core principles for change:

National Commission for Employment Policy
August 4 , 1994 1
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CORE PRINCIPLES

(1) Coordination or consolidation must not be looked upon as an end in itself. The
issue is: Coordination for what purpose?

Whatever is done by way of consolidation must make sense from a service point of
view and must accomplish the goals originally envisioned by legislators for workforce
preparation.

(2) There is a need for strong leadership at all levels - federal, state, and local.

(3)

No single entity at the federal level is currently charged with the responsibility for
coordination. Far more attention and leadership needs to be focused on this
objective at the federal level and a central point of responsibility Issigned. Similarly,
at state and local levels, where Human Resource Investment Councilsare functioning
well and local one.stop career centers are in operation, efforts should be made to
disseminate best practices.

There is a continuum of remedies from which to select.

The need to enhance coordination, eliminate duplication, and otherwise attempt to
develop a seamless web of services calls forth remedies ranging from incremental,
immediately achievable approaches such as the granting of waivers to the
comprehensive structural changes envisioned in the Reemployment Act and other
proposals for consolidation. Some of these remedies are administrative In nature;
others require major legislative revisions. While sweeping reform may in the long
run be the best remedy for eliminating duplication and inefficiency, there are other
interim steps toward this goal that would be helpful, and thatdeserve consideration.

GUIDING PRINCIPLES FOR CHANGE

(1) The Commission supports the concept of a national dialogue on systemic reform of
our training and education systems.

(2) The Commission endorses the concept of consolidation of programs serving similar
target groups.

(3) The Commission supports two interim steps for enhancing coordination: The
establishment of a central waiver authority outside the Executive Branch and efforts
to make basic program requirements (definitions, funding cycles, etc.) compatible.

National Commission for Employment Policy
August 4, 1994
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(4) The Commission believes that broad planning and oversight responsibilities at

federal, state, and local levels should continue to be promoted, and suggests that

more flexibility be allowed in the development of state and local planning councils.

In conjunction with this, the Commission believes that information about best

practices should be made available to state and local administrators on a regular

basis and that funds for capacity building should be disseminated widely throughout

the system.

(5) The Commission strongly endorses the development of a comprehensive cross-

program management information system (MIS) that will enable federal

administrators to gather program data in a timely fashion.

(6) The Commission supports the development of common performance outcome

measures for all workforce preparation programs and activities and the development

of an adequate data base for this purpose. In particular, it advocates expanded use

of UI wage record data for evaluative purposes. The Commission was instrumental

in beginning the development of a national Ul data base and recommends the

inclusion of all states in this system.

Anthony P. Carnevale
Chair, National Commission for
Employment Policy
Washington, D.C.
July 1994

National Commission for Employment Policy
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APPENDIX B

GUIDING QUESTIONS FOR CONSOLIDATION STUDY

I. Why consolidate?

Simplicity? Efficiency? Improved Services? Cost savings? Sounds good?

The joint Kennedy/Kassebaum statement calls for transforming federally funded jobtraining efforts from a collection of free-standing categorical prozrams into acoherent, integrated, accountable work force development system. It also calls fora system based on the needs ofjob-seekers and employers alike. It is important to
have a clear understanding of the reasons for consolidation so that the solutions canflow from that overall goal.

2. What is meant by consolidation?

Is the goal to put all programs under a single federal administrative agency? Todevelop a single delivery system? To eliminate all differences in eligibility, fundingcycles, target groups, and legislative authority? To allow differences but makedifferent pieces of legislation and programs more compatible? Is coordination anacceptable alternative for some/all programs? Again, it is imperative that"consolidation" be defined clearly so that all parties to the debate understand theintent of the current effort.

3. How consolidate?

Legislation? Waivers? Administrative actions (e.g., coordinated planning)? Other?Waivers have been suggested as an interim step in the effort to integrate programs,end duplication, and otherwise add coherence to a fragmented system. Are waiversthe answer? Should there be a central waiver control office established? Islegislation the preferred solution? What are th: pros and cons of each of thesepathways to integration? Should programs that are currently authorized but
unfunded be eliminated? In the past, efforts have been made to coordinate activities
through comprehensive planning or program oversight. Are there administrative
remedies that have proven effective?

4. What categories of services should be consolidated?

Should all programs which affect occupational preparation and operated by anyfederal agency (including economic development, medical education, vocational
education, JTPA, JOBS, ROTC, Pell Grants, student loans, etc.) be consolidated into

National Commission for Employment PolicyAugust 4, 1994
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a single program? Should consolidation be limited to those programs that authorize
workforce development, placement, and support services for occupations that
require less than a bachelor's degree? Which services to employers should be
covered? Should some programs be consolidated and others have legislative
provisions aligned to allow for easier coordination? Should programs that have
other primary objectives (e.g., drug rehab, food stamps) be precluded from providing
employment and services of any kind?

5. Which occupations should be covered?

Should all programs that involve occupational preparation, including professional
(medicine, law, engineering) and continued education, be included in this
rationalization effort? Should we limit changes to preparation for occupations
requiring less than a college education?

6. Who should be served?

The Kennedy/Kassebaum joint statement calls for a consolidated system, readily
accessible to Kyl worker, job seeker, or employer. Most current federal programs
(with the exception of student loans and grants) do not provide training or education
assistance to current workers, and services to employers are limited. Expansion of
eligibility to the general population would have major budget or service allocation
implications. Would broader eligibility preclude targeting to special populations
(e.g., veterans, MSFWs, Native Americans, displaced homemakers, the mentally or
physically challenged)? Row do you ensure broad and equitable access, yet ensure
adequate service to those with special needs?

7. How should funds flow?

Should funds be distributed to individuals in the form of loans, grants, or vouchers
(e.g., GI Bill, Pell Grants, or student loans)? Should they go to educational
institutions (e.g., Carl Perkins vocational education funds)? Should the federal
government contract directly with service providers or government entities (e.g.,
historical categorical programs and current Title IV programs for migrant and
seasonal farmworkers, Native Americans, and Job Corps yograms)? Should the
money be allocated by formula to State and/or local governments (e.g., Job Training
Partnership Act programs)? Should funds go to Governors and state agencies (e.g.,
JOBS program)? Should matching funds be required (e.g., historical Manpower
Development and Training Act programs, current Job Opportunities and Basic
Skills program)? Should employers receive direct funding for services and/or tax
credits (e.g., JTPA on-the-job training contracts, Targeted Jobs Tax Credit)? Should
there be a mix of approaches, as we have under the current system?

National Commission for Employment Policy
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Each approach has its own strengths and weaknesses. Direct loans, grants or
vouchers to trainees or students allow customers a high degree of flexibility and
choice, but generally exclude testing, counseling, or other support services.
Allotment of funds to state or local governments increases both administrative costs
and the layers of bureaucracy between the source of funds and the individual. Direct
funding by the federal government to clients or service providers excludes state and
local direction.

8. Should those who benefit be required to pay part of the costs?

Should students, participants, and employers be required to bear some part of the
costs of services (e.g., student loan programs or previously proposed Individual
Training Accounts)?

9. What is the best form of governance? Inter-governmental relationships between
federal, state, and local governments? Role of the private sector? Role of
community-based organizations?

The Kennedy/Kassebaum statement calls for a system that provides flexibility and
responsibility to the states, and in turn to local communities, for design and
implementation ofjob training systems. It further states that the role of the federal
government in such a system should be limited to providing overall policy direction,
articulating the authority and the role for each level of government, providing
resources to execute the policies, overseeing system-wide performance, and
disseminating best practices.

Current programs have a variety of federal, state, and local planning/oversight
boards (e.g., National Commission for Employment Policy, State Job Training
Coordination Councils, Private Industry Councils). Are these boards effective and
should their roles be expanded (e.g., state Human Resource Investment Councils and
proposed Workforce Investment Boards)? Who has the major oversight
responsibility? Historically, the roles of federal, state, and local governments have
differed with regard to training programs, education programs, supportive services.
How can these differences be resolved? What is the proper role of the private sector
in the delivery of services? What is the role of community-based organizations?

10. How should the quality of services and the overall effectiveness of the program(s) be
assured?

Should we depend on performance standards as under JTPA? Accreditation of
institutions as under the student loan program? Other approach? Should
performance be measured on an outcome vs. process basis?

National Commission for Employment Policy
August 4, 1994 6
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APPENDIX C

NCEP CONSOLIDATION STUDY PROJECTS

To begin work on consolidation issues, I have asked Commission staff to undertake
a number of specific projects. Among those already completed are the following:

(I) Historical Review of Previous Federal Employment and Training Programs

A staff review of the last thirty years of federally funded employment and
training programs, with special emphasis on the results of earlier efforts to
coordinate and consolidate programs. A list of lessons learned from these
earlier experiments is included as Appendix C.

(2) Review of Human Resource Investment Council Development in the States

(3)

Staff research included in historical review above. Looks at current status
of state efforts to consolidate planning/oversight of human resource
development programs by forming State Human Resource Investment
Councils, as recommended in the JTPA Reform Amendments of 1992.

Summary of USDOL, GAO, and Other Program Evaluations of USDOL
Employment and Training Programs

Staff summary review of extant program evaluations for USDOL-administered
programs during the past 5 years. Studies reviewed include those by USDOL
contractors, the U.S. General Accounting Office, NCEP, and others. General
conclusions included in Appendix D.

(4) Review of the Proposed Re-Employment Act of 1994

Staff review of the proposal to consolidate programs for displaced workers,
including the impact of certain provisions on the current Unemployment
Insurance system.

In addition to these four completed in-house studies, the Commission recently funded
two projects designed to elicit the specific information that will be needed by the Congress
for the present reform effort.

The first is a "Summary of Major Federally Funded Employment and Training
Programs," which when completed in the next several weeks, will provide a summary of
pertinent data for all major federally funded employment and training programs, including
highlights of the legislation, eligibility criteria, and schematic presentations of inter-

National Commission for Employment Policy
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governmental administrative responsibilities and funding flows. Information on
administration and funding is presented for each program in a consistent fashion so cross-
program comparisons can be made quickly. I have a sample of this material with me today
so that you can see what a useful resource this will be.

A second contractor is examining the three major workforce preparation delivery
systems (education, government-sponsored training, and employer-sponsored training) now
operating in the United States. The study's objective is to point out specific barriers to
consolidation; areas of compatibility that could assist in consolidation efforts; areas of
transferability (i.e., good ideas from one system that could be moved into another); and cost
issues related to consolidation.

In addition to these ongoing and recently competed studies, the Commission hasover
the past several years examined the issue of coordination in workforce development
programs through a variety of projects. In 1992, a series of federal, state, and local forums
that involved practitioners, administrators, and elected officials at all levels, business
representatives, and other interested parties gathered information, which is currently being
supplemented through NCEP staff linkages with other partners (NGA, NAPIC, and others)
in the system. Earlier studies examined the legal and fiscal disjunctions between
employment and training programs and vocational education. All of this information and
other material gathered in the course of our current work will go into producing what we
hope will be sound recommendations for the development of a consolidated system.

National Commission for Employment Policy
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APPENDIX D

HISTORICAL REVIEW OF COMPREHENSIVE PLANNING AND PROGRAMMING
1960 - 1994

CONCLUSIONS

Comprehensive Planning

A review of efforts to promote coordination through comprehensive planning systems, such
as the Cooperative Area Manpower Planning System (CAMPS) and state and local planning
bodies under the Comprehensive Employment and Training Act (CETA) and the Job
Training Partnership Act (JTPA) point to the following difficulties:

o Lack of involvement of all agencies administering workforce development programs with
similar missions.

The U.S. Employment Service and the Work Incentive Program, the largest training
program for welfare recipients in the 1960s, were not included in the CAMPS
planning process. There are currently separate councils for JTPA, vocational
education, and other programs ib many areas, and under current JTPA law, the
State Council on Vocational Education has the option of remaining apart from any
broad Human Resource Investment Council, while vocational rehabilitation
programs are legally excluded from the umbrella planning organization, even though
in some states that have developed coordinating bodies on their own, vocational
rehabilitation administrators have asked to become part of the planning process.

o Program funding proceeds without regard to plan content.

Although JTPA now requires that every state have a Governor's Coordination and
Special Services Plan (GCSSP), signed by the Governor, in place before JTPA funds
can flow into the State, the federal review process takes many months and appears
to have no bearing on the funding process. This was also the case under CAMPS
and under CETA. Currently, under JTPA, there is very little connection between
planning and programming at any level. This also appears true for programs
authorized by the Carl Perkins Vocational and Technological Education Act, the
McKinney Act, and Family Support Act (JOBS), and other federal legislation
requiring state and local plans.

National Commission for Employment Policy
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o No follow-up to ensure that the plans are being implemented.

Although local program operators under JTPA are subject to performance standards,
the local job training plans, particularly as they relate to coordination goals, are
rarely subject to review of actual outcomes. Similarly, the state GCSSPs, once given
an initial review by the Department of Labor, are not monitored. Under the JTPA
system, review of state and local coordination activities are rarely monitored. In
addition, given time constraints, the process of securing sign-offs by PICs and
SJTCCs on the plans prepared for other programs plans is frequently cursory.

o Inadequate labor market information, especiakv at local levels.

For a variety of reasons, including lack of funding, local labor market information
is frequently lacking or of very poor quality. Because of this, local job training plans
may not be based on up-to-date employment projections.

o Planning bodies are closely identified with a single agency (DOL in particular) and are
looked upon with suspicion by other federally authorized planning bodies.

Since existing SJTCCs have frequently formed the nucleus for new, broader Human
Resource Investment Councils, some members of the existing State Councils on
Vocational Eduaition and other state-level councils have viewed IIRICs with
suspicion and have elected to remain apart. Personal relationships, built up over
time, can sometimes overcome these territorial barriers, but it is difficult to meld
existing councils into a single oversight body and it will certainly take time to reach
the level of coordinated effort expected.

o Planning guidance issued by federal agencies is routinely late, unclear, and sometimes
requires entirely new or complex responses that make it impossible to comply in the time
remaining in the planning cycle.

State and local planners in JTPA frequently complain that federal planning guidance
leaves almost no time to respond adequately, and in some instances there is no early
warning that additional requirements have been added that will make it almost
impossible to comply in the time allowed. If the planning process is to be considered
an integral part of a new integrated system, more attention needs to be given to the
timing of planning instructions and requirements.

National Commission for Employment Policy
August 4, 1994 10

BEST COPY AVAILABLE



33

o Voluntary nature of planning bodies leads to turnover.

Since members are uncompensated, turnover can become a problem, although it is
gratifying to see how many private sector members continue to serve for extended

periods. If, however, planning boards at state and local levels are to increase their
authority and responsibilities in a new comprehensive system, then attention should
be given to the prevention of overload and burnout on the part of individual

members.

o Inadequate training for council members and chairs.

Competency-building is extremely important for practitioners and for council
members and chairs. Although many PICs and SJTCCs hold regular training
sessions and NAPIC and NGA offer technical assistance to their members, a portion
of the JTPA funds earmarked for competency-building at the national level should
be used to train the members and chairs of state and local councils and in particular
to familiarize them with the broad array of programs available for workforce

development.

o Inadequate and uncertain funding for councils.

Currently under JTPA, most SJTCCs compete for a portion of the 5 percent
allotment provided to states for administration of programs. Others take a portion
of Carl Perkins dollars or state funds. There is no specific amount allocated for
state or local planning, however, and this makes independence difficult. Some
thought should be given to developing a clear funding source for state and local
planning activities, if they are considered important for the system, and particularly
if staff with expertise in more than one program is required.

o Rationale for planning not clearly spelled out.

Although planning and policy development have always been considered important
aspects of workforce development programming, the fact that plans are often ignored
once they have been completed, leads to the conclusion that the importance of
planning has not been clearly understood by practitioners in the system. If planning
bodies are to continue to be part of the structure, then more attention should be
given to delineating the Intent and Importance of planning.

National Commission for Employment Policy
August 4, 1994 11
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o No definition of how weal, state, and federal planning groups should relate.

A study of private industry councils conducted for NCEP pointed out that the
relationship between state and local councils under JTPA was nowhere defined and
that, while in many cases there was communication, in many other cases the
relationship was poor or non-existent. Similarly, there is no equivalent national
council with the same level of' program authority, although NCEP does serve in an
advisory capacity to the President and the Congress in the same way that State
Councils advise the Governor. Recent recommendations from various interest
groups have called for the development of a national-level Human Resource
Investment Council or other group, with waiver authority and other mandated tasks
that are more involved with program administration. What remains clear, however,
is that the expected relationships among planning and policy groups at all
government levels is only partially spelled out (PIC-approved local job training plans
must be approved by SJTCCs).

o Flexibility in membership requirements works well at state and local levels.

Some HRIC-like bodies do not meet the requirements for an HR1C under JTPA, but
appear to be accomplishing a great deal. Some small, rural PICs find it difficult to
lind representatives of community-based organizations, labor unions, or even private
business in the numbers prescribed by law. Some attention should be directed to
allowing for more creative flexibility in the structure of these councils.

Coordinated Delivery Systems

o Comprehensive programming (block grants, proposed special revenue sharing) must
compete against special interest group politics.

In every previous attempt at the development of comprehensive programming (CEP,
CMP, CETA, JTPA), programs for particular groups (youth, older workers, Native
Americans, migrant and seasonal farmworkers, veterans, and others) continued to
exist and to receive separate funding. Political reality indicates that special needs
will continue to attract separate programs.

National Commission for Employment Policy
August 4, 1994 12
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o It is difficult to serve the economicallydisadvantaged and displaced workers within the

same program.

MDTA was originally directed at what today would be defined as a displaced worker,
the victim of automation. EOA was specifically directed at "the poor." CETA
attempted to combine the two thrusts with disastrous results, as public service

employment a countercyclical tool for the displaced -- overshadowed other efforts

to train the disadvantaged. Although PSE has been excluded from JTPA, that Act
also consists of two separate parts for the disadvantaged and the displaced, and
frequently there is little interaction between them. The proposed Re-Employment
Act may continue to combine them in a fashion, but the emphasis so far has been

on displaced workers and others with a greater attachment to the labor force than
the disadvantaged. Although it has been argued that participants in programs for
the poor are stigmatized by participation, the differing needs of the target groups
may be better served by different programs.

o Funding disparities mity lead to difficulty.

Most programs are funded by general revenues appropriated by Congress at the

federal level. REA intends to make use of a portion of the FUTA tax on employers.
Some education programs (vocational education and the 8% JTPA setaside for
education coordinat;9n) require state matching. Many programs are formula funded
according to specifiz requirements defined in the legislation. Other block grants are
not based on formulas. The issue of funding is one that needs special attention in

the effort to develop comprehensive programming.

Other Remedies

o iVaivers

Waivers can be a helpful tool to encourage coordinated programming, but the
current time-consuming and difficult process of securing them from individual
federal agencies makes this a somewhat less valuable approach to coordination. A
central, independent body, able to issue waivers under general guidelines is one
solution that has been proposed. Efforts under the previous Administration to bring
this about were less successful because individual agencies did not give up their
authority to the board responsible for facilitating the process, which was located in

the White House.

National Commission for Employment Policy
August 4, 1994 13

0 5

PIP



0.

36

o Setasides

JTPA and other legislation set aside a certain portion of funds to encourage
coordination. Critics of various JTPA setasides pointed to the lack of clear
guidelines for use of the funds and the lack of performance standards for activities
they support. The 1992 JTPA Reform Amendments attempted to deal with some of
these concerns.

o Legal Mandates

The Family Support Act required that JOBS administrators work with JTPA
administrators to coordinate their training activities. Assessment of this kind of
activity tends to be subjective, however, and may not lead to desired effective
coordination.

National Commission for Employment Policy
August 4, 1994 14
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APPENDIX E

USDOLADMINISTERED TRAINING PROGRAMS
EVALUATION RFNIEWS

NCEP staff recently completed a review of evaluation reports for the Job Training
Partnership Act and other training programs administered by the U.S. Department of
Labor. The reports reviewed were those completed within the last six years by the
Department, the DOL Inspector General, the General Accounting Office, and the National
Commission for Employment Policy. These evaluations and audit reports focused on seven
subject areas:

o Dislocated Workers and the Employment Service
o Disadvantaged Adults and Youth: JTPA and TJTC
o Services for Veterans
o Services for the Homeless
o Services for Migrant and Seasonal Farmworkers
o North American Free Trade Agreement
o Program Proliferation (Coordination)

The review pointed out five major concerns about programs and their administration:

o Insufficient data is collected on outcomes of some programs to provide a
basis for evaluating program effectiveness.

o Insufficient funding for some programs has a major impact on program
performance, leading to poor results.

o More federal technical support and leadership may be needed, including
dissemination of best practices for state and local practitioners.

o Lack of support services impedes a successful transition into long-term
employment.

o Lack of coordination and duplication of services wastes program resources.

An overall finding from the review was the uneven quality of current program evaluations
and the extreme variation in the methodology used for evaluation. Use of Unemployment
Insurance Wage Records, a technique innovated by the National Commission for
Employment Policy and the Center for Governmental Studies at Northern Illinois
University, has advanced the state of the art for evaluating JTPA programs. By linking
JTPA administrative records and employer UI wage reports, program evaluators can
compare the effects of different program treatments (OJT, classroom training, job search
assistance, etc.) on client outcomes. Currently, the UI wage record survey applies only to
JTPA and not other workforce development programs.

National Commission for Employment Policy
August 4, 1994 15
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Mr. PETERSON. Mr. McHugh, do you have an opening statement?
Mr. MaluGH. No. Thank you.
Mr. PETERSON. Next, we have Mr. Crawford from GAO. And if

you would identify the folks you have with you.
STATEMENT OF CLARENCE C. CRAWFORD, ASSOCIATE DIREC-

TOR, HEALTH, EDUCATION AND HUMAN SERVICES DIVISION,
EDUCATION AND EMPLOYMENT ISSUES, U.S. GENERAL AC-
COUNTING OFFICE, ACCOMPANIED BY ROBERT ROGERS
AND BARBARA MOROSKI-BROWNE

Mr. CRAWFORD. Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommit-
tee, we are pleased to be here to discuss what is needed to fix the
fragmented system.

I would like to at this time introduce two people who are with
me: On my right, Robert Rogers, and on my left, Barbara Moroski-
Browne. They are two of our experts in the employment training
arena. They have looked at a number of these programs and actu-
ally gone out and met with many of the local officials and talked
to workers as well, job seekers.

I think we have doneit is a pleasure to come before this sub-
committee again because this is a very knowledgeable subcommit-
tee. We don't have to spend time talking about the problems. We
know what the problems are.

What I would like to do would be to just pick up on some of the
points that Mr. Carnevale made in terms of focusing on what can
we do.

I think there are four essential things we need to do to create
the kind of system needed to help job seekers and employers. We
need a simpler system. We need to improve the administrative effi-
ciency. We need to tailor services. And we need to improve account-
ability.

Looking at the simplicity issue, we believe that one of the best
ways to achieve a simpler system would be if we had fewer pro-
grams. Many of the proposals attempt to do that. We can either
consolidate or eliminate programs around target populations or by
function, such as adult literacy. This would be good a place to start
to see how much progre...s can be made.

Like Mr. Carnevale said and as was also mentioned by the sub-
committee, even with consolidation we are probably going to end up
with more than one program, perhaps several programs. So, an-
other issue concerning simplicity is how do we create clearer points
of entry into those remaining programs. How do we make it easier
for people to find where to go to get help? This will probably in-
volve granting more waivers to the State and local officials to help
create this system. We believe that in developing this system, State
and local officials are also key players as well as the private sector.

The next major area we think you would have to look at would
be areas of administrative efficiency. We probably get the greatest
return from elimination or consolidation in terms of actual savings
in this regard.

But what we'd be trying to do here is for the remaining pro-
grams, however many programs we have remaining, let's only have
the administrative bureaucracies or structures that are actually
necessary to deliver the services. Right now, we have duplicative

0
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services taking money away from money that could be actually
going to train people.

And we agree, again, with the commission that we should look
at within the programs that remain, look at the services where it
doesn't necessarily make sense any longer to have each program
with its own intake and assessment on the front end and programs
having job search and placement activities again at the back end.

And we've gottenwe've read a report not long ago from the Na-
tional Governors' Association which indicated that employers were
sort of annoyed. We have about 50 programs that have placement
assistance, and employees are annoyed that so many people are
calling. They would like one place to go, one person to callor just
a few people.

When we look at the third area, which is tailored services, for
whatever groups that the Congress chooses to serve we should have
an array of services that makes sense for them.

If we are going to help, for example, people who are AFDC recipi-
ents .and single head of households, then probably we are going to
have to provide for child care if we really intend to have them com-
plete the training. The training should I3e focused on the individ-
ual. What is it that the individual needs? We should look at their
backgrounds, their education, their experience and make some
judgments.

And we agree, again, with what was said here before about the
need to link with employers. We need to know what employers are
looking for. What kind of skills are they looking for? What do they
want people to be able to do? And we also need to tap into the
labor markets. Where are the jobs today? Where will those jobs be
coming on line?

The fourth area is accountability. We agree that there should be
standard reporting if that allows State and local communities the
flexibility to tailor programs to meet their own needs. We also
agree there needs to be a common core of data that would allow
the Congress, the administration, people at the State and local
level, to measure the success of their programs, and look at one
program and compare it to the next.

And there needs to be clear outcome measures. We need to know
whether people actually get jobs and at what wage. And we also
need to look at whether or not the programs made a difference. For
those people who actually participated in those programs, did they
get jobs? Did they do better than people who didn't participate?

In closing, Mr. Chairman, we agree that we cannot afford to in-
vest billions in a system that wastes resources and doesn't nec-
essarily help job seekers and employers. Welfare reform, increased
competition, corporate downsizing and restructuring, the Federal
budget deficit drive us toward making the best use of our money.

Mibile creating a new system surely will not be easy and it will
not happen overnight, we think that the proposals that have been
put forward today represent a strong step in the right direction.

This concludes my oral comments. I would like to thank you and
the ranking member for your leadership in addressing these prob-
lems. Thank you.

Mr. PETERSON. Thank you, Mr. Crawford.
[The prepared statement of Mr. Crawford follows:]
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Mr. Chairman and Members of the Subcommittee:

We are pleased to be here today to discuss the need to

restructure the "fragmented^ federal system for providing

employment training assistance and how legislative proposals

introduced by members of the Congress address the concerns

identified through our prior work. Faced with stiff global

competition, corporate downsizing, and budget constraints, the

federal government can no longer afford to invest billions of

dollars in a system that wastes resources and does not ensure that

people receive the help they need to make the successful transition

into productive employment.

By our count, over 150 programs provide employment training

assistance to adults and out-of-school youth. When reviewed

individually, these programs have well-intended purposes. However,

collectively they raise several concerns. First, they are

difficult for jobseekers and employers to access and for

administrators to implement. Second, they overlap and duplicate

one another, adding unnecessary administrative costs to program

operation. Third, they fail to meet client needs. And, fourth,

many programs lack the basic monitoring and evaluation systems

needed to determine whether programs are achieving desired results.

While many agree that changes are needed, how to create a more

efficient and effective system has sparked much discussion. During

the past year, 13 legislative proposals were introduced by members

of the Congress that would restructure some parts of the federal

employment training system.

Our analysis of the 13 proposals showed that many of the

proposals address several of the concerns with the current

employment training system. (See appendix I.) We believe these

proposals represent a strong step in the development of a customer-

oriented system that will address all the concerns identified from

our prior work.
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BACKGROUND

The proposed budget for fiscal year 1994 included about $25
billion for 154 programs and funding streams to (1) assist the
unemployed, (2) enhance skills or employability of workers, and

(3) create employment opportunities. These services are provided

through 14 federal departments and independent agencies. Each

department provides staff and incurs costs to plan and monitor
these programs. In addition, each program has its own set of

policies, procedures, and requirements. Generally, these programs

use the similar service delivery approaches and funding mechanisms,

that is, most provide grants to state and local agencies to

identify clients, provide basic or vocational training, and link

clients with employers.

Our prior work has shown that this patchwork of employment

training programs confuses workers, employers, and administrators

because it has no clear entry points and no clear path from one

program to another, and the numerous programs have complex and

different eligibility requirements while often targeting the same
groups. Even when people find their way to a local agency, they

often face a burdensome intake process with lengthy application

forms to determine whether they are eligible for services.

Employers also experience problems with the fragmented system of
employment training programs. Employers want a system that is easy

to access and provides qualified job candidates. Instead,

employes must cope with over 50 programs that provide job

referrals and placement assistance.

Despite decades of attempts to better coordinate employment

training programs, program administrators continue to face

conflicting program requirements that hamper efforts to coordinate

'For a listing of GAO reports and testimony concerning multiple
employment training programs, ee Related GAO Products.
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activities and share resources to ensure that participants get

needed services.' For example, the 16 programs that target youth

use 4 different program operating cycles. A 1991 survey of state

and local program administrators
identified more than 80 commonly

used terms and definitions that
administrators believe need to be

standardized including terms such as personal income, job

placement, allowable support services.'

We cannot determine how much is spent to administer the

current array of federal employment training programs because cost

information is not readily available for many programs.' Based on

past work and the work of other researchers, we reported that

estimates of administrative costs range
from as low as 7 percent to

as high as 15 or 20 percent. Given the large number of federal

Departments and agencies involved in the administration of these

programs, we believe the administrative savings from streamlining

the number of federal programs could be substantial. Eliminating

the need for separate staffs to
administer, monitor, and evaluate

programs at the state and local levels could also save resources.

We also found that programs frequently do not meet the needs

of jobseekers. Some programs provide only a limited set of

services that may not meet the needs of their clients. In

addition, because local service providers, who are under contract

with local employment training
programs, often do their own

outreach and have a financial stake in directing clients to their

programs, little attempt is generally made to refer clients to

'Multiple Employment Training Programs: Conflicting Requirements

Hamper Delivery of Services
(GAO/HEHS-94-78, Jan. 28, 1994).

'Streamlining and Integrating Human Resource Development Service

for Adults, National Governors' Association (Washington, D.C.,

1991).

'Multiple Employment Training Programs:
Overlapping Programs Can

Add Unnecessary Administrative Costs (GAO/HEHS-94-80, Jan.28,

1994).

3



44

other programs with more appropriate services. Another reason
program participants may not receive assistance that meets their
needs is that some service providers do not have strong links with
employers or labor market information. Labor market information
can help program administrators

make decisions about the types of
training that would be most appropriate to prepare their
participants for the local job market.

Another concern with the fragmented system is the lack of
effort to monitor the outcomes or measure the impact of programs
providing employment training assistance. We found that less than
half the programs collect data on participant outcomes to determine
whether participants found a job upon completing the program.'
Without this information,

service providers do not get meaningful
feedback as to whether their graduates exit the program with the
skills employers need.

We also found that few agencies had performed or sponsored
evaluations that compared the outcomes of participants with the
outcomes of similar nonparticipants

so that they could determine if
the employment training

assistance provided really made a
difference or whether

participants would most likely have achieved
the same outcomes without the program. Our review of 62 programs
showed that only 7 had conducted such studies. For those seven
programs, the study results have been mixed, at best.

Concerns about these problems in the current system have led
the administration and others to suggest the need for overhauling
programs that provide employment

training to the same target
populations. For example, the 1993 National Performance Review
(NPR) concluded that the current system of employment training

'Multiple Employment Training Programs. Most Federal Agencies DoNot Know If Their Programs Are Working Effectively (GAO/HEHS-94-88,Mar. 2, 1994).
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programs is inefficient and ineffective, and it recommended severe.]

changes, including the consolidation of programs serving dislocated

workers.

The National Commission for Employment Policy (NCEP) and the

Welfare Simplification and Coordination Advisory Committee also

have.recommended a major overhaul of the many federal employment

training programs that serve the economically disadvantaged. They

expressed concern that the existing program structures acted as

barriers to clients trying to gain access to services. The Welfare

Simplification Committee concluded that "Eliminating duplicative

bureaucracies will reduce administrative costs, saving money that

can be used, instead, for client services."

NEED TO SIMPLIFY THE SYSTEM

Regardless of the mechanisms used, there appears to be a

consensus across the 13 legislative proposals that the employment

training system needs to be simpler to access and administer.

These proposals contain provisions that would, in effect, either

reduce the number of programs, create clearer points of entry and

clearer pathways between programs, or create more common

definitions and requirements.

Several proposals identify, or propose a commission or council

to identify, specific programs to be eliminated or consolidated.

For example, the "CAREERS Act" introduced by Congressman Goodling

would eliminate some programs while consolidating others in

establishing several block grants that target specific populations

such as disadvantaged adults, dislocated workers, and veterans.

Similarly, the "Job Training Consolidation Act" introduced by

Senator Kassebaum would eliminate or consolidate employment

training programs. The act proposed by Senator Kassebaum would

establish a commission that, in consultation with federal, state,

5
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and local officials, would examine strategies and provide

recommendations for restructuring the system within 26 months of
being enacted.

By reducing the number of programs that appear to serve the
same target population, such as the economically disadvantaged, or

provide the same function, such as adult literacy training, the
employment training system would be more streamlined and easier for
clients to understand and access and less complicated for

administrators to implement. However, to have the maximum impaot

without reducing the availability of services, care must be taken

to consolidate or eliminate only those programs that share similar

characteristics such as goals, client groups, services, and

delivery mechanisms.'

Another approach to simplifying the employment training system

is creating one-stop centers at the service delivery level to

create clearer points of entry and clearer pathways between

programs. For example, the administration's proposed "Reemployment

Act" would require that local areas establish one or more career
centers as the access point for coordinating enhanced services for

dislocated workers.' This act would also provide states with seed

money to expand career centers for all segments of the population

and offer a comprehensive menu of employment, education, and

training services. The "Independence for Families Act" introduced

by Congressman McCurdy would use the one-stop center approach to

bring together programs under the Job Training Partnership Act,

Carl D. Perkins Vocational and Applied Technology Education Act,

and School-to-Work Opportunities Act, among others.

'Multiple Employment Training Programs: Overlap Among Programs
Raises Questions About Efficiency (GAO/HEHS-94-193, July 11, 1994).

'We include in our discussion of the proposed "Reemployment Act"
four substantially identical bills pending before the Congress:
S. 1951, S. 1964, H.R. 4040, and H.R. 4050.
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By consolidating duplicative intake and assessment processes,

these centers would eliminate the duplication of service delivery

structures. In addition, they could provide a focal point for

labor market information and contacts with employers instead of

having several agencies trying to compile information on local job

openings.

Because of the complex nature of the current system, several

proposals also would establish or further encourage the use of case

managers to assist clients in navigating through the maize of

programs to access the services that are needed to transition into

productive employment. For example, the "Working Off Welfare Act"

introduced by Congresswoman Woolsey encourages the use of case

managers that make referrals and coordinate services for AFDC

recipients. The job of the case managers would be made easier if

the programs share common definitions of eligibility and other

terms.

Many of the proposals would also establish procedures for

eliminating conflicting requirements and administrative procedures

by granting local program,administrators waivers from the federal

statute. For example, the "Local Flexibility Act" introduced by

Congressman Conyers would establish an Interagency Review Council

to approve local agency requests for waivers from federal

requirements. These waivers provide flexibility for local

administrators to create common definitions so that programs

serving the same target populations can be merged or, at least,

other clients in the general target population can more readily

access services from other programs.

NEED FOR GREATER ADMINISTRATIVE EFFICIENCY

Proposals that would simplify the system also could improve

the system's administrative efficiency. For example, efforts to
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simplify the system by reducing the number of programs also reduce

the administrative bureaucracies associated with those programs.

The reduction in the number of programs at the federal level can

also result idsimilar reductions at the state or local level.

However, not all efforts to simplify the employment training

system result in improved administrative efficiencies. For

example, granting waivers to allow administrators to develop common

definitions can help reduce.some of the confusion and establishing

one-stop centers can make the system easier for clients to

understand and administrators to implement. But because these

approaches leave the administrative bureaucracy at the federal

level still in place, they do not resolve the basic problem with

multiple programs and the administrative overlap and duplication

that results.

NEED TO BETTER TAILOR SERV'CS TO CTIENT NEEDS

To maximize the benefit of the services provided to clients

these services need to be tailored to the individual client's

needs. They should take into account the client's prior training,

work experience, and aptitudes as well as the local economy and

potential job opportunities, and offer a broad enough mix of

services to accommodate most client needs.

While some proposals include provisions concerning the mix of

services, only a few specifically call for an independent

comprehensive assessment or better local labor market information

and linkages with employers needed to ensure that the training

being provided will prepare clients for meaningful jobs. For

example, the administration's "Reemployment Act" would promote the

development of a customer-centered approach to help ensure that

services are tailored to participants' needs at the local level.

Regardless of what other changes are made in the structure of the
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employment training system, ensuring that clients receive an

independent assessment and the right mix of services is critical to

the success of any employment training program.

NEED FOR ACCOUNTABILITY

Most of the proposals recognize the need to hold program

administrators accountable for program performance. Several

proposals wovld require agencies to establish performance standards

and develop systems to gather outcome information. For example,

the "Job Training Consolidation Act" introduced by Senator

Kassebaum would establish a commission to develop appropriate

standards to measure the outcomes of federal employment training

programs.' Clearly defined performance standards are the

cornerstone of any strateay to ensure accountability. To measure

or compare program performance, there must be clear targets or

benchmarks against which the performance of individual programs can

be compared. Without such standards, program administrators do not

know whether they are meeting expectations.

Several proposals also would establish systems for collecting

data on individual participants so that administrators would know

which services were received by whom and what outcomes were

achieved. For example, the "Reemployment Act" would require states

and local areas to maintain standardized records for all

participants. In addition, it would require comparable management

information systems to provide data needed for monitorina and

evaluation. This information is important to administrators

'The Congress recently passed the Government Performance and
Results Act of 1993, which will require agencies to gather program

performance data. Specifically ,
the act requires agencies to (1)

have a strategic plan for program activities; (2) establish program
performance goals that are objective, quantifiable, and measurable;

and (3) submit a report on program performance to the President and

the Congress.
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attempting to ensure that services are being equitably distributed

and that Client outcomes are related to program services.

Equally important evaluation information is determining

program impact. That is. determining whether programs really make

a difference or whether participants would likely have achieved the

same outcomes without the program. Both the "Reemployment Act" and

the "CAREERS Act" would require evaluations of program impact on

participants and the local community.

CONCLUSIONS

We have identified many elements that we believe need to be

addressed if the current employment training system is to be

transformed into an efficient and effective customer-oriented

system, namely:

-- simplifying the system by reducing the number of programs
creating clearer points of entry and clearer pathways
between programs, and eliminating conflicting requirements
and administrative procedures;

encouraging administrative efficiency by eliminating
overlapping administrative bureaucracies as well as
duplicative service deliverY.structures;

tailoring services to meet client needs by requiring
independent assessments of clients, broadening the mix of
services, and improving linkages with employers; and

ensuring accountability by clearly defining goals and
performance standards, creating data collection systems
that measure performance, and requiring impact evaluations
of major programs.

10
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Many of the legislative proposals introduced in the Congress

contain several of these elements. While restructuring the

employment training system will not be easy, these proposals

represent a strong step toward developing the customer-oriented

system we believe is needed.

Mr. Chairman, that concludes my prepared statement. I would

iike to thank you and the Ranking Minority Member for your efforts

to address these issues. At this time, I will be happy to answer

any questions you or other members of the Subcommittee may have.

1
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APPINDIX I

Table 2.1: Thirteen Legislative Proposals Included In Analysis

APPIXDIX I

ProPosal
number Proposal name Introduced by

I

Date introduced

X.R. 2943 National workforce Preparation end
Development Reform Act

congressman
doodling

Aug. 6, 1993

N.M. 4407' Consolidated and Reformed
Zducation, Zmployment and
Retraining Systems Act

Congressman
doodling

May 12, 1994

8. 1943 Job Training Consolidation Act of
1994

Senator
Rasombaum

Mar. 17, 1994

N.R. 4040' Reemployment Act of 1994 Congresaman
Rostenkowski

Mar. 16, 1994

8. 1951' Reemployment Act of 1994 Senator
Moynihan

Mar. 17, 1994

N.R. 4050' Reemployment ACC of 1994 COUVrOstnall
Ford

Mar. 16, 1994

S. 1964' Reemployment and Retraining Act of
1994

Senator
Metrenbaum

Mar. 26, 1994

S.M. 3736 Workforce Xducation Act of 1994 Congressman
Andrews

Jan. 26, 1994

R.R. 2825 Training for Future Jobs Act of
1993

Congressman
Conyerm

Aug. 2, 1993

H.S. 1356 Local Flexibility Act of 1994 Congresaman
Conyers

Aug. 4, 1993

M.A. 3742 Welfare Xlimination Act of 1994 Congressman
Fingerhut

Jan. 26, 1994

N.R. 4414 Independence for Families Act of
1994

COSIVrOWIfin
McCurdy

May 12, 1994

N.R. 4318 Working Off Welfare Act of 1994 Congresswoman
Woolsey

Apr. 28, 1994

15.8. 4407 includes provieions of H.R. 2943 but added provisions to establish a system of
block grants and amend the Job Training Partnership Act.

41 R. 4040 and 8. 1951 are companion bills.

18.11. 4050 and 8. 1964 are companion bills related bills to H.R. 4040 and 8. 1951, but do
not include provisions for providing income support to dislocated workers while in
training.
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APPENDIX I APPENDIX I

Table 1.2: Comparison of Legislative Proposals That Would Restructure the Federal Employment Training System

Elements Legislative proposals

H.R.
4407' 1941

H.R.4040,
S.1951.

H lc. H.R. H.R. H R.
1716 282, 2856 1742

H K.
4414

11.14

4118

To simplify tbs ystem

Reduce number of

Create clearer points of entry and
paths between programs

Eliminate conflicting X X

reguirements/procedures

To improve adminietrative fficiency

Eliminate overlapping administrative
bureaucracies

Eliminatt duplicative service
delivery structures

F:
To better tailor services to client needs

Expand mix of sr.:vices X X

X

Develop independent assessment
Process

Develop stronger linkages with labor
market/employers

To improve accountability

Establish clear qualc and perfolmnace
meanurementri

Conduct impact evaluations

H.R. 4407 includes ptovisions of H R 2941.

Job Training Partnership Act

X

t

X X

X X

it but added prov.sions no establish 1

X

ry,tem ,4 bbwk gnaws rod amen/ the

11 H. 4050 and S. 1964 dre c,mipanion lolls related 1.11s to H 14 4040 and ii lvii. 1911 III, huh. it.a.rtui.41s to
yinvidind inciane support to difilvcatod widkern while in training
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Table 1.1. Comparison of Proposed Legislative 0,1v:sitars to S.mplify the Employment Training System

APPENDIX

1.

Legislative
proposal

Reduce number of programs Create clearer points t entry
and paths between programs

Eliminate conflIcting
requirements and administrative
plocedures

Good I ing
Mt It 44011'

roi

Establishes several block grants to
consol.date programs cnat target
specific populations, including
disadvantaged adults, dislocated
workers, veterans. youth. migrant and
seasonal farm workers and Native
Americans. (Sec. 341 394)

Establishes three block grants to
consolidate programs that provide
specific services. adult literacy.
vocational and technical education.
and vocat tonal rehabilitation. ISee.
101.121)

Establishes the Federal Workforce
Preparation and Development Council
and requires the Council to make
specific recommendations fot the
elimination of fragmentation and
duplication among programs and tlat
consolIdation of similar prograMs
(See. 101. 1041

r r"

States and local areas may
establish a network of community
,ob resource centers that provide
.one.stop shopping. or c.mmon
points of entry. lc, individuals
(Sec. 234. 2411

community lob leuutill, centeis
shall have information tot public
use on program eligibility
requirements and the availability
and effectiveness of program
services. (Sec 2141

(*rates may establish literacy
resource centers to enhance
coordination ot literacy
services (Sec

Amends the Job Training
Partnership Act to allow statos
to use funds to develop
comprehensive airl
Integrated workfcace toment
programs (Sec 4011

14

The Federal Workforce
Preparation and Development
council shall recommend changes
in ptogram rules and
regulations to ensure
consIstunt interpretation,
guidance and coordination
(Sec. 104) The National
commission for Employment
Policy shall recommend how to
develop common terms,
definitions. reporting
requirements and core data
elements to cteate cross-
program intake, eligrbality and
assessment procedures (s .. e

11f)

The Council may waive
provisions ot laws or
regulations tot states
vo I tint Of, Irv; to part 1 c I pat e in

reform et forts . %tile 1.e
provisions prevent the
applicat ion of consistent
pr act ices and procedures
related tc. the ose .t common
del init ions. 11,t torin.rr,i ^
standards, common participant
and program data, eoMMon eo,t
categcgres and limitations
Within limitations. the l,A1111
may di," waive eligrbility
tog Atoments to 111C1,.....
Ilexitollly in developing

111dIvlatlai,. W4,4225 cannoi
dill, the program purpose.

or ait.aatron ot roods
(Sec 1211

BEST COPY AVAILABLE
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Legislative
proposal

Reduce number of programs Oteate clearer points of entry
and paths between proqrams

Eliminate conflicting
requirements and administrative
procedures

Kassebaum
(S. 1943)

Establish a federal.level COMmisSiOn
on Employment and Training to exaMlne

State and local entities may
develop an Integrated system t(lat

Slate and local entities may
use funds from numelous

strategies for consolidating or assures that individuals seeking programs, without regard to the

eliminating federal employment employment will receive requItements fit any coveted

training programs, in consultation information atkoit all available ACI. to develop a comprehensive

with federal, state and local employment training services statewide omployment tiaininq

officials. The Commission shall
report on recommendations for proposed

regardless of where the
individuals initially enter the

system (Sec 101 104)

reforms no later than 26 months alter
enactment. (Sec. 2121 The Act would
repeal numerous federal prograMS.
effective 29 months after enactment.
to create a single. comprehensive
employment training system (See 2121

uystem (Sec. 101 104) The CoMMis,ion shall determine
appiopriate standrids that
specify a common terminology
l't Programs and services to
facilitate access to such
services among states and
localities (Sec. 212)
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Legislative
proposal

APPENDIX 1

Create c,earer points of entry
and paths between programs

Reduce number of programs

Rostenkowski and
Moynihan
(0.0 4040 and
S. 1951)'

Consolidate dislocated worker programs
(programs under Title III of the Job
Training Partnership Act and the Trade
Adjustment Assistance program, among
others) into a Comprehensive program
for worker reemployment. (Sec. 101,
Sec. 192)

Eliminate conflicting
requirements and administrative
procedures

Under the comprehensive program
for worker reemployment, local
grantees must entablish one or
more career centers to provide a
wide range of services to
dislocated workers.
(Sec. 118, 119)

Local areas may also establish
one.stop career centers that
provide customer choice in
obtaining services to all
segments of the population.
(Sec, 313) The Secretary of
Labor shall develop a national
logo and name for all one-stop
career centers as part of a
nationwide system to enable
individuals to readily identify
and access one stop renters in
any state in any location.
(Sec. 151)

For local areas that establish
one StOp career cent or , thy
dislocated worker program would
be part of the one.stop center.
rather than a separate career
center. Provisions mandate that
several other programs must
provtde services through the one
stop centers, including programs
under the Wagnet Pin/net ficl and
Title II of the Job TrainIng
Partnership Act, among others
Many other programs may
voluntarily work through the .41e
stop centers. including the JrniS
program. the Fund Stamp
Employment and 'training program.
awl Vocational Education
Pi.,grams (11e 11.0

The one.stop career system
establishes a national program
of grants and waivers of
federal statutory and
regulatory requirements,
through the Secretary of Labor.
to provide the states an
opportunity, on a voluntary
basis, to develop and implement
a network of one-stop career
centers. (Sec 301.13))



Legislative
proposal

Reduce number of programs Create clearer points of entry
and paths between programs

Eliminate c,,nt IA, mg
requitement, and administrative
procedures

Andrews
(11.R 373E)

The Secretary tit Labor shall conduct a
study on the feasibility of
consolidating the administration ot
Federal dislocated worker programs
(specifically programs under Title III
of the Job Training Partnership Act
and the Trade Adjustment Assistance
program under the Trade Act et 1974)
Into a single comprehensive program
(sec. 101)

The study shall consider the
feasibility of a consolidated
program whose goals include
common points of access at the
local level; a process for
determining eligibility of
dislocated workers tor training
and related se-vices. and
increased flexibility in how
desiccated workers receive end
use such training and related
services (Rec. 301)

No specific. provision .

Conyers
111.5 28291

No specific provision No specific provision This ftve.year demonstratren
program would entab'ish a
federal level Job Training
Council which could waive. for
nonprofit organizations,
requirements of different
existing Federal lob training
aSSISIan,° Programs for adults
and nut-of school youth that
are inconsistent. It sorb d
waiver is likely to make the
organezation.s iob training
programs more efficient and tho
organization's lob training
plan Is part of an econom,
development plan adopted by
local government (Sec Ai

Conyers
111 h 2W.4)

11., ,pe..iftc provision No specifo plovicien Establish a federal level
Interagency PPS/IOW Council
whIch could approve Walool4 of
any Federal statutory or
regulatory retpll I MOM S .
including *lulu" related to
education and employment
training programs. that wouid
Id. reasonably necessary to
tmidemeto an Illleq/al.l
ell.41,lante plan In a lo,al
.II,a (,:e. 4 6.9.10)
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Legislative
proposal

Reduce number of programs Create clearer points of entry
end paths between programs

Eliminate conflicting
ieguirements and administrative
procedures

Fingerhut
(H R (742)

Establish a federal level Commission
to Eliminate Welfare which would
design a replacement for numerous
federal programs that target the
economically disadvantaged, including
programa under the Job Training

No specific provision NJ specific provision.

Partnership Act. The Commission shall
recommend legislation to enact such
programs, modifications, and tax
credits within six months after a
majority bf members have been
appointed. (Sec. 3. 4. and 8)

McCurdy
(0 P. 44141

No specific provision. States may develop a program.
which would replace the JOBS.
that utilizes and makes available
to AFDC recipients, through the
establishment and operation or
utilization of federal or state
one-stop employment shops.
services ot numerous federal
programs. including programs
under the Job Training

No speciti, provision

Partnership Act. Carl D Perkins
Vocatignal and Applied Technology
Education Act, and the School to
Work Opportunities Act. among
others. (Sec. 3011

tin

t6 t,
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proposal
[7gislative Reduce number of programs Create clearer points of entry

and paths between programs
Eliminate conflicting
requirements and administrative
procedures

Woolsey
(H.R. 411B)

No specific provision. The state agency shell establish
at least one convenient location
in each community at which a
person may apply for and receive.
directly or through referral to
the appropriate provider,
assistance from the AFDC program.
as well as employment training
and support services. (Sec. 1091

No specific provision.

The state agency shall assign
each AFDC recipient a case
manager who is knowledgeable
about community resources and
qualified to make referrals to
appropriate education and
training programs. (Sec. 1091
Case workeis may be outstationed
at community colleges to enhance
access of AFDC recipients to
higher education and provide
linkages between postsecondary
educational institutions and
private and public sectors,
including private industry
councils. (Sec. 121)

States may fund activities that
provide AFDC recipients, and
their children in secondary
school. with Intobnation about
the availability of services in
other federal programs, including
programs under the Job Tiaining
Partnership Act. the School to
Work Opportunities Act. and Cntl
Pei k ins Voeat 1 tuna 1 and Appl red
Technology Education Act (Sec

121)

congt ennnan good( Ind tot odie te1 Ft 194 I and II Ft 440'. tti Au. unt 5 1991 and Nay 12, 1994, t envie I iwely It II 4401 I tv 1101,

p/ COI IrtIonu of II Ft 1441, (nit added piovinitain to y0.11.'1161. synt el blot d. giant .1161 attend the .7 4. 71 a no.11.1 Pat I neinhip t

4060 rind S 1464 ate eornpanion WI Is related lolls to II Ft 4040 and 17 1961 lett do tiot inn. lude plot:1,1.4in tot (iie, Ittel in.. tne

li, b,heattni wdr kern while in t Lath I fin)
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Table 1.4: Comparison of Proposed Legislative Provisions to Improve Administrative Efficiency in the Employment Training System

Legislative proposal Eliminate overlapping administrative bureaucracies Eliminate duplicative service deliveiy structures

Doodling
(H.R. 44071'

States may apply for waivers of laws and
regulations to improve the efficiency cf programs
(Sec. 212)

The Federal Workforce Preparation and Development
Council shall make recommendations for the
consolidation of Federal administration of
workforce preparation and development programs.
(Sec. 104)

States and local areas mai establish a network ot
community job resource centers to encourage greatei
coordination and minimise duplication of services
among programs. (Sec. 2411

xassebaum
(S. 1941)

Establishes a federal-level Conantssion on
Employment and Training to examine strategies for
consolidating or eliminating federal employment
training programs. The Commission shall report on
recommendations for proposed reforms no later than
26 months after enactment. (Sec. 212) The Act
would repeal numerous federal programs, effective
29 months after enactment, to create a single.
comprehensive employment training system. (Sec.
212)

T. reduce ovellep and duplicative activities, state
and local entities may combine the covered activities
and fund the combined activities, or eliminate one et
the covered activities and increase the funding to
the remaining coveted activity (Sec. 101-104)

Rostenkowski and
Moynihan
(11.R 4040 and
S. 195l1'

One-stop career centers may be administered by a
consortium which identifies procedures that would
be used to promote the integration of the
administration of the programs (Sec (13)

Under the comprehensive program tor worket
reemployment_ local grantees must establish one or
more career centers to provide a wide range .t
services to dislocated workers. (Sec 118.1(9)
Local areas may establish one-stop career Ce,icrS
that_ include services for the comprehensive pr.gram
for worker reemployment and many ether federal
programs. (Ser. 315)

A national labor market information system would
fultill the labor market information requitement,. ot
numerous federal program, (Sec 401)

Andiews
tit it i'l(6)

conyers
IN It 2/1251

timyets
id 0 .(ft'A)

_ _ ----- _

The Secretary of Labor shall conduct d study on the
feasibility of a consolidated program (specifically
programs under Title III ot the Jet, Training
Partnership Act and the Trade Adjustment Assistance
program under the Trade Act) one goal of whtch is
to reduce overlap in administration of such
piegtams. (Se, 101)

The study will consider the feasibility of a
consolidated program, one goal et which as the
establislmugn of common points 01 dtCV,S at the heal
level ItIec tell

Nit nig, live ptovistenNo speeific provision.

L.eui ..P.. m4Y tiPvciP .ti cntegtated asnistanie
plan rinit shall rmiavve the efficietey and
effectiveness of providing benefits under federal
program, by r ethic Ing admi n 1 IA I at ivi I lif ci i I y

duplseation. and unnerestraty expenditules (Dec S)

No speciti, loovist-b

BEST COPY AVAILABLi r
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Legislative proposal Eliminate overlapping administrative bureaucracies Eliminate duplimetive service delivery structures

Fingerhut
(H.R. 37421

Establish a federal-level Commission to Eliminate
Welfare which would design a replacement for
numerous federal programs that target the
economically disadvantaged, including programs
under the Job "'veining Partnership Act. The
Commission shall recommend legislation to enact
such programs. modifications, and tax credits
within six months after a majority of members have
been appointed. (Sec. 3, 4, and El)

No specific provision.

McCurdy
(H.R. 44)41

No specific provision. States may develop a program for AFDC recipients that
establishes and operates one-stop employment shops,
or utilizes appropriate federal or state one-stop
shops, to make available the employment training
services of numerous federal programa. (Sec. 301)

Woolsey
(H.R 43181

No specific provision. The state agency shall establish at least one
,onvenient location in each community (if
practicable, as defined by the Secretary in
regulations) at which a person may apply for and
receive, directly or through referral to the
appropriate provider, aid under the state plan, as
well as employment training and support services.
(Sec. 1091

Congressman Doodling introduced H.R. 2943 and H.R. 4407. on August 6. 1993 and May 12. 1994. respectively. H.R. 4407 includes
Provisions of H.R. 2943. but added provisions to establish a system of block grants and amend the Job Training Partnership Act.

H R. 4050 and S. 1964 are companion bills related bills to H.R. 4040 and S. 1951, but do not include provisions for providing income
support to dislocated workers vhile ln training.

65 21
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Table LS: Ce,parison of Proposed Legislative Provisions to Better Tailor Services to Client Needs in the Employment Training System

Legislative
proposal

Expand mix of services Develop independent assessment
process

Develop stronger linkages with labor
market information and employers

Goodling The National Commission for NO specific provision. States and local areas may establish

411.R. 44071 Employaent Policy shall recammend
how to expand services to eligible
individuals. (Sec. 111)

community job resource centers that
shall better inform individuals
regarding employment opportunities
and local labor market conditions.
(Sec. 241)

The National Commission for
Employment Policy shall recommend how
to ensure that programs are
responsive to the needs of American
businesses. (Sec. 113)

Stet, : may establish Local Workforce
Development Boards that shall promote
the adoption of industry-recognised
skill standards by local business,
industry, and education and training
providers. (Sec. 234)

Kassebaum State and local entities may No specific provision. State and local entities may use

(S. 1941) develop a comprehensive statewide
employment training system that
addresses the high priority needs
of unemployed persons in the state
or community. (Sec. 101-104)

program funds to develop a
comprehensive statewide employment
training system that must include
employer involvement in planning.
development and implementation of the
system. (Sec. 101-104)

The Commission on Employment and
Training shall conduct a study that
examines s.rategies for implementing
a national on-line labor market
information system. In addition. the
study shall develop a single.
coherent national policy that
requites employer involvement in
planning, development and
implomonfafion of the system (Sec

212)

cr)
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Legislative
proposal

Expand mix of services Develop independent assessment
process

Develop stronger linkages with labor
market information and employers

Rostenkowski
and Moynihan
(H.R. 4040
and S. 1951)'

The Secretary shall work with each
state to promote the development
of a customer service compact
among parties administering the
one.stop career center systems,
This compact would include the
respective roles and
responsibilities of each party in
enhancing the Provision of
services tailored to the needs of
participants in a local area,
(Sec. 151)

States must establish career centers
for dislocated worker that administer
the process of referring participants
to education and training services in
a fair and equitable manner and would
enforce this through an annual review
of the 'honest broker functions ..
(Sec. 1101

States may establish one.stop career
centers that provide comprehensive
and specialized assessments of the
skill levels and service needs of
individuals. These centers would
also provide case management for
individuals that would include
periodically reviewing the
individual's progress toward
achieving employment goals. (Sec.
314/

The Secretary of Labor, in
coordination with other federal.
state and local entities, shall
develop a strategy to establish a
nationwide network of local labor
market information that is locally
based, accurate, up-to-date, easily
accessible, and user.friendly. (Sec.
402)

Andrews
(H.R. 3716)

No specific provision. No specific provision No specific provision

Conyers
(11.I1 2825)

No Specific provision. No specific provision. No specific provision.

Conyers
(H.R. 2856)

Local areas may develop an
integrated assistance plan that
shall include elements that will
help individuals decide on the
scope of services necessary and
desired to meet the full range of
their needs. (Sec. 4) The
integrated assistance plan cannot
reduce the level ot benefits for
any Individual or family. (Sec 5)

Ho specific provision. No specific provision.

Fingerhut
(H.R. 1742)

No specific provision. No upecific provision No specific wovislon

..._ ,
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Legislative
proposal

Expand mix of services Develop independent assessment
process

Develop stronger linkages with labor
market information and employers

McCurdy
(H.R. 4414)

States may develop a program for
AFDC recipients that provides
participants case management
services to ensure the integrated
provision of benefits and
services. (Sec. 101) A case
manager shall present each
participant with each option
offered under the program through
which the participant will, over
time, be moved into full-time
unsubsidised employment. (Sec.

States may develop a program that
assigns a case management team to
each program participant to develop a
participation agreement that includes
an individualized comprehensive plan
to move the participant into full.
time unsubsidised employment. (Sec.
101)

No specific provision.

301)

Woolsey No specific provision. The state agency shall assign each States shall use local labor market

(H.R. 41181 AFDC recipient a case manager who is
knowledgeable about community
resources, Qualified to make
referrals to appropriate education
and training programs and coordinate
the provision of benefits. (Sec. 109)

information and an assessment of the
individual's needs to help
participants identify one or more
target occupations. (Sec. 115)

State plans must describe the
policies and procedures to ensure
AFDC recipients vho need educational
activities are placed in programs
with clear goals, benchmark, and
timetables for Measuring progress,
and periodic reassessments to
determine the continued
appropriateness of their
participation In such activities.
(Sec. 115)

Congressman Doodling introduced H.R. 2943 and H.R. 4407. on August 6. 1993 and May 12, 1994, respectively. H.R. 4407 includts

provisions of H.R. 2941, but added provisions to establish a system of block grants and amend the Job Training Partnership A,t.

0.0 4050 and S. 1964 are companion bills related bills to H.R. 4040 and S. 1951, but do not include provisions for providing income

support to dislocated workers while in training.
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Table 1.6: Comparison of Proposed Legislative Provisions to Improve Accountability in the Employment Training System

APPENDIX I

Legislative
proposal

Establish clear goals and performance measurement systems

_
Conduct impact evaluations

Goodling
(H.R. 4407),

The Federal Workforce Preparation and Development Council and
the National Commission on Employment Policy shall recommend
how to develop an integrated performance measurement system
that includes system-level performance as well as performance
outcomes of individual programa. (Sec. 104, 113)

States may establish a single, integrated performance
measurement system for all programs. (Sec. 212) Local areas
may develop a strategy to measure the performance of programs
and individual service providers. (Sec. 234)

The Secretary of Labor shall develop performance standards
for the JOBS program that are consistent with performance
standards under the Job Training Partnership Act. (Sec. 368)

No specific provision.

Kassebaum
(S. 1943)

State and local entitles may establish a comprehensive
statewide employment training system that includes standards
for determining the effectiveness of programs. (Sec. 104)

The Commission on Employment and Training shall conduct a
study to determine appropriate standards for the federal
government to measure the overall effectiveness of employment
training programs. (Sec. 2121

nu specific provision.

Rostenkowski
and Moynihan
I0.6. 4040 and
s. 1951I'

Under the comprehensive program for worker reemployment, Ore
Secretary of Labor shall prescribe performance standards
relating separately to the substate grantees and the career
centers. (Sec. 152) The Secretary of Labor shall also
prescribe performance standards for the one-stop career
centers. (Sec. 317)

The Secretary shall provide tor continuing
evaluation of programs under the comprehensive
program for worker reemployment and the one stop
centers, that may include an analysis of the
impact of the programs on participants and the
community. (Sec. 113)

Andrews
(H.R 3716)

No specific provision.
NG specific provision

(onyers
(0.6. 2825)

The Comptroller General shall report on the extent to which
grants under this Act have served to train people for jobs.
(Sec 9)

Nu specific pluvisien

Conyers
(H R 2856)

Local areas may develop an integrated assistance plan which
shell include specific goals and measurable performance
criteria. (Sec. 4) Local areas must also periodically
evaluate the plan's effect on individuals. the community and
administrative costs. (See. 4) The Comptroller General
shall evaluate the effecti,entess el tederal programs Included
in approved inteerated assistance plans (Sec. 11)

N. «peellic (a eel:" on

__

No eper(fi. leovls;(41
Frngerhut
(H k 1(421

No specific. proeirten.

<7.3
c.n



APPENDIX I
APPENDIX

Legislative
proposal

Establish clear goals and performance measurement systems Conduct impact evaluatioas

McCuidy States may develop a program that shall include performance No specific provision.
(H.R. 4414) standards, in accordance with regulations prescribed by the

Secretary of Health and Human Services, to measure the
effectiveness of the programs established by this Act in
moving participants into full-time unsubsidised employment.
(Sec. 301)

Woolsey The Secretaries of Education. Health and Human Services, and The Federal Workforce Preparation and Development(H.R. 4IlRI Labor, shall jointly develop and publish standards that Council shall issue a report containing an
measure the minimum amount of wages and employment benefits evaluation of the effectiveness of unified single
that a participant enrolled in a Federal job training program State plans relating to waivers of provisions of
should receive after termination from such program to ensure law including how individuals eligible for
long-term economic self-sufficiency. (Sec. 211) services under such programs are impacted,

especially with regard to attainment of academic
These Secretaries shall each conduct a study to review the and occupational competencies and pib intention.
effectiveness of federal job training programs under their
jurisdiction. These studies shall include determining the
extent to which programs successfully place male and female
participants in unsubsidised employment and the average wages
and benefits in such employment. (Sec. 201) The Comptrolder

(Sec. 107)

General shall also conduct similar studies to review the
effectiveness of federal job training programs. (Sec 2021

Congressman Doodling introduced H.R. 2943 and H.R. 4407. on August 6, 1993 and May 12. 1994, respectively. H R. 4401 includes
provisions ot B.R. 2943. but added provisions i.. establish a system of block grants and amend the Job Training Partnership Act
'H.R. 4050 and S. 1964 are companion bills related bills to H R. 4040 and S. 1951, but do not include plovisions lot providing iniome
support to dislocated workers while in training.
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RELATED GAO PRODUCTS

Multiple Employment Train4ng Programs: Overlap Among Programs
Raises Questions About Efficiency (GAO/HEHS-94-193, July 11, 1994).

Multiple Employment Training Programs: Conflicting Requirements
Underscore Need for Change (GAO/T-HEHS-94-120, Mar. 10, 1994).

Multiple Employment Training Programs: Major Overhaul Is Needed
(GAO/T-HEHS-94-109, Mar. 3, 1994).

Multiple Employment Training Programs: Most Federal Agencies Do
Not Know If Their Programs Are Working Effectively (GAO/HEHS-94-88,

Mar. 2, 1994).

Multiple Employment Training Programs: overlapping Programs Can
Add Unnecessary Administrative Costs (GAO/HEHS-94-80, Jan. 28,
1994).

Multiple Employment Training Programs- Conflicting Requirements
Hamper Delivery of Services (GAO/HEHS-94-78, Jan. 28, 1994).

Multiple Employment Programs- National Employment Strategy Needed
(GAO/T-HRD-93-27, June 18, 1993).

Multiple Employment Programs (GAO/HRD-93-26R, June 15, 1993).

The Job Training Partnership Act: Potential for Program
Improvements but National Job Training Strategy Needed (GAO/T-HRD-
93-18, Apr. 29, 1993).

Multiple Employment Programs (GAO/HRD-92-39R, July 24, 1992).

(203611)
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Mr. PETERSON. Back on April 4, I wrote GAO a letterI think
you probably calledhsking that you kind of build on what you
had been doing and give us some options about how we could pro-
ceed to change this program.

And I guess I thought whit you had agreed to was that you were
going to come forward with some kind of specific recommendations
about how we get there. What you have here today is good, general
recommendations on what we need to do, but I guess I was expect-
ing maybe too much, that you were going to lay out some specific
proposals that could be put into legislative action.

In your chart here where you've got different bills listed and how
they .fit into your criteria, I guess that's somewhat useful, but it is
hard to knowfor example, you have got all of these bills or most
of themfor example, the administration bill you've got meets
every one of your criteria here. You have got a check in there. Is
that correct?

Mr. CRAWFORD. Yes, that's correct.
Mr. PETERSON. It does reduce the number of programs but not

very much.
Mr. CRAWFORD. Not very much, as we reported before.
Mr. PETERSON. So the extent of how much it meets these criteria

I think is missing. Or is it at some other place and I don't know
where it is?

Mr. CRAWFORD. We have, in addition to that chart in the back,
the more detailed analysis which identifies where each of the legis-
lative proposals are going.

Mr. PETERSON. Right. What you have kind of done is taken the
13 total and kind of analyzed them and given us some insight as
to what you think they will accomplish and so forth. I think it is
fair te say that none of these 13 bills addresses the problem in a
way that Mr. Carnevale was recommending.

Mr. CRAWFORD. I think that's a fair statement. That's correct.
Mr. PETERSON. And you folks are either not about to or not ready

to pull together something that you think might address all of
these problems that we are talking about. Or do we have to take
that upon ourselves and try to work with you on that? Or how do
we get this done? How do we get to a point of getting a comprehen-
sive bill?

Mr. CRAWFORD. In terms of getting to a comprehensive bill, we'd
like to, obviously, meet fully your needs. What we can do and what
we said in the past is we would be also happy to work with the
committee in drafting a bill. We can take what we have here as
well as our experience and work with the committee staff to draft
a bill. We'd be happy to do that.

Mr. PETERSON. Do you feel like you have enough information
now to be able to take a stab at that?

Mr. CRAWFORD. In working with your staff I think we could do
that. There are still a lot of issues that would need to be addressed,
but I think that we've seen enough, we've written enough, we've
spoken to enough people that we could work with your staff to
draft a bill and would be happy to do that.

Mr. PETERSON. Mr. Carnevale, would you concur? Have you
looked at these 13 bills?

Mr. CARNEVALE. Yes.
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Mr. PETERSON. That they have all have some good points, but
none of them really

Mr. CARNEVALE. I think there is a composite bill emerging here,
if I might, and that is a bill that in the front end one really de-
serves proof, sort of earnest money, eliminates some programs and
consolidates others. And there are various lists of programs for
elimination that are floating around that are generally agreed to.

There are also some programs that have been listed for elimi-
nation in the President's budget that have not been eliminated, and
there are also lists for consolidation. I think that is the front end
of the bill.

I would argue what wouldought to happen then to give the sys-
tem itself an incentive to follow through on elimination and consoli-
dation is that the system ought to be allowed to keep the money
that is, to the extent that the one list that is in H.R. 4407.

The Goodling bill includes $435 million worth of programs. If we
eliminated all those programs, it seems to me that we ought to
take at least a substantial share of that money and make it avail-
able to States, for instance, and allow them to build consolidated
and more effective one-stop, no-wrong-door employment and train-
ing systems as part of the deal.

And then it seems to me the other pieces of the bill that are sort
of floating aroundthe other is the notion of building a board or
a commission to monitor this process over time. The various bills
say 2 years, 3 years, and then there is discussions about making
it run as long as 4 or 5.

And in almost all cases the notion is that the National Commis-
sion for Employment Policy would act as thein the interests of
not creating too many new institutions, to use the National Com-
mission for Employment Policy as the staff arm, essentially, of that
commission which would be comprised of secretaries of four depart-
ments on the administration side, ex officio Members from the Con-
gress and business and labor leaders.

And then there is generally discussed a title in the bill that
would then try to build this information system that would create
a common core accounting system that is to take the five or six or
seven things that all these programs do and ask every program to
submit information annually, probably beginning in the next fiscal
year, on these programs which would then give us information on
the extenton the amount spent for administration, training, edu-
cation, counseling, job search assistance, placement and job devel-
opment, for instance.

At that point, we'd have a management information system that
would allow us to continuously monitor this structure and at the
same time allow us to eliminate a lot of the more bureaucratic
oversight procedures in current law.

And then the usual other proposals that is discussed is the no-
tion of using the UI wage data lipase, which is something which is
already avmlable, a data base that allows us to assess in any Fed-
eral program the wage and employment impacts of that program
and also gives us a labor market information system from whence
we can figure out where the jobs are. That, I think, is the compos-
ite bill that floats among all these other bills.

Mr. PETERSON. Mr. Zeliff.
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Mr. ZELEFF. In terms f outcomesand this is to both of you
is there much information in most of these programs where we
have definitely outcomes to measure? And do they get measured?
And, you know, what weaknesses do we have in that area?

Mr. CARNEVALE.. The first problem tends to be that we don't
measure what the programs do. That is, in most cases we don't
know what the money is spent for. There are in every program cat-
egories for spending, but they are so loosely defined we really don't
know.

That is, if you look at JTPA, the larger one, the annual reports,
what you will see every year is that 70 to 83 percent of the money
is spent on training. We know that's not true. Whenever the IG,
the Inspector Generals, go out and look at these programs they
very often find that 60 to 70 percent of the money is spent on ad-
ministration.

We have not created tight definitions of services so the first prob-
lem we have is we don't know what the system is doing, and the
definitions are different.

Second, most programs do not have outcome standards. The
JOBS program, for instance, in the HHS department was man-
dated to build outcome standards I think 3 or 4 years ago by the
Congress and still hasn't done it. There are some outcome stand-
ards in other programs, but they are not very useful, frankly. So
because we don't have very good measures of outcome standards
that are consistent across programs.

So, in most cases, when we do training or education, first of all,
since we don't really know what training and education really
mean in these programs because we don't specify a definition and
ask to be reported on the outcome, measures are relatively mean-
ingless.

Mr. ZELIFF. Would you say that's because of mismanagement or
because of the 14 different agencies that are responsible for it and
the confusion that exists? Or why is it we don't have that now?

Mr. CARNEVALE. I think the public administration of these pro-
grams is radically out of line with the state-of-the-art in modern
management and information systems. I think we need to modern-
ize this structure. That is, the programs are administered in very
traditional ways and thatvery much in a public sector format. It
is a matter of passing money between levels of government.

And we don'tthe shame in all of this is, with effective informa-
tion management, you can, in fact, decentralize this structure,
grant autonomy to the deliverer of the service at the interface with
the customer or the client and still have an information system
that allows you to encounter efficiency and quality and continuous
improvement over time.

The basic principle being that building a one-stop shop, for in-
stance, a phrase that's about these days because of the administra-
tion bill, is not a matter of the bricks and mortar, building a build-
ing whicha way a lot of people literally think of this where you
put everybody together in a single building. You wouldn't want to
do that.

If you did that in Washington, DC, you would lose your outreach
to Anacostia. If did you that in Washington, DC, you wouldn't want
a veteran and disabled person and a disadvantaged person and a
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dislocated worker all going to the same place for service because
veterans havethe mission is different. They need a different mix
of services and so on and so forth. And you want to have programs
that are customized. You want veterans dealing with veterans.

So it seems to me that you can build the system, and it is done
quite commonly in the private sector. That is, Sears Roebuck re-
ports twice a d.ay on its activities. Manpower Inc., which is a pri-
vate employment training system, really is whatit is has five or
600 units and reports once a day on all its activities and yet the
local provider is autonomous in terms of delivery. You can do that
with information services.

I think the government institutions, especially as a Federal
structure, that is Federal, State, and local, we simply have to mod-
ernize that system. I think that's the problem.

Mr. ZELLFF. I wonder, in terms of outcomes, do we go to the point
of getting this person placed on the job and do we measure how
long that person is at that job? I mean, it seems likeI guess my
time is up. Thank you.

Mr. CRAWFORD. One other thing I just wanted to add quickly is
that part of the problem is thatthe confusion over what the goals
are. Some of the programs do not necessarily perceive that their
goals are placing people in jobs. In some cases they perceive that
they are involved in education and that's it. So they can tell you
that a person attended a basic education class or they provided
money for training butand they see that's the end of their re-
sponsibility. So it goes deeper than just the accounting and manag-
ing.

Mr. ZELWF. Thank you. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. PETERSON. Mr. McHugh.
Mr. MCHUGH. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Even though I'm in the legislature I sometimes wonder that we

don't legislate too much. I'm curious as I look over, particularly,
Mr. Crawford's testimony and the four objectives and goals you set
out how much do we need to get into the legislative side. How
much of what you deem to be appropriate and necessary to make
this system better can be done regulatory by the bureaucracy it-
self?

Mr. CRAWFORD. I don't think that you can legislate an employ-
ment training system from the Federal level. I think that what is
needed from the Federal level is putting in place the basic infra-

.. structure and the goals of what we want to accomplish. And it in-
volves a partnership with the States and with the local commu-
nities and with the private sector to make this happen. So I would
think that you will need some basic authorizing legislation and
some requirements for standardized accountability or core data.

But then you'd want to engage the States and the local commu-
nities to work together with the private sector to tailor programs
that make sense f'or them and then hold them accountable for re-
sults. Are they, in fact, putting people in jobs?

Mr. MCHUGH. Well
Ms. MOROSKI-BROWNE. A part of your question is, is this statu-

tory or regulatory? Much of the barriers to creating a cohesive sys-
tem are statutory.

Mr. MCHUGH. I take, by your response at least, some are not.
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I am curious what is happening right now. I am rather
shockedand naivete may be showing here as a freshmanbut toarrive and understand there are 154 programs and $25 billion
worth of taxpayer money being spent here and to hear Mr.
Carnevale say we simply don't know what the system is doing, and
independent and various audits show 60 to 70 percent of adminis-
trative costs. I can't help but wonder what the hell is happening.
What is going on in the bureaucracy that a better job is not beingdone? It just amazes me.

Mr. CARNEVALE. Well, the short answer to that I think is that
we don't have a system in place that allows us to monitor the ac-
tivities. And I think that's the bottom line here. That is, it is true
that we don't know what the system is doing, in several respects
I mean, in some senses, in some programs, how many people are
being served. We don't know what the services are, and we don't
know what happens to them after they are served.

That is shocking. If we were running a company, that would be
anathema. That is, we couldn't survive that way.

In terms of to what extent this is regulatory and statutory, it is
a little bit of each. We write these programs for good reasons inalmost every case.

In the case of a disabled person, those are administered with
people with much more medical training, for instance, than those
who run the training. And the content of the training is different.
So you wouldn't want to have one training institution and one
trainer delivering services to disabled and disadvantaged. Two en-
tirely different curriculum and two different missions.

And connected toif you are rehabilitating somebody who is dis-
abled in some sense, there's another set of services that goes with
that. You don't want to pull out the training and have it done
across town somewhere.

So there is a reason why there are as many pieces as they are.It is a certainty that there are too many, but, no matter what we
do, we will never get down to one program. And that's in the end
you need a system that runs a company's programs. My bias being
you move the information around, not the people, and not the tra-
ditional one size fits all, bricks and mortar solution here is really
not state-of-the-art.

If we were a private company delivering services, we would be
very much concerned about customizing the service to our client
and in having a system that allows us to do that without it being
a system which everybody just kind of does their own thing. Andthe way you then integrate a structure like that is with informa-
tion.

Mr. MCHUGH. Well, at the risk of stating the obviouswe are
under the 5-minute rule, Mr. Chairman, so I will be very brief. Ob-
viously, there are at least two tragedies here, and one is the mis-
appropriation of taxpayers' dollars. And at $25 billion, even at the
Federal level, that's significant. No. 1.

No. 2, and probably more importantly, are the people that we are
obviously failing to serve effectively and that's those who need
these kinds of services. And coming from New York State, where
I understand we will hear later a good job has been done to try to
overcome those challenges, I know firsthand of economic strife that
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these folks are feeling. They need our help as effectively as we can
possibly give it.

So, Mr. Chairman, I commend you and the other members of this
subcommittee and committee for addressing that. And I don't in-
tend to kill the messenger, in spite of how that may seem, and, ob-
viously, we have got our work cut. out for us.

Thank you. With that, I yield back.
Mr. PETERSON. We will continue 5-minute rounds if you have

more questions.
Mr. Carnevale, I don't know that anybody disagrees with you

about what you are saying here in terms of needing the informa-
tion. But I am at a loss to figure out how we could accomplish that,
given some of my experience with, oh, just interagency problems at
HUD, at Agriculture. I mean, we can't even get those departments
to come up with a computer system that can talk to each other
even in the same building.

So what I want to know is how do you think we can get to a
point of getting this information into some kind of a centralized
system, you know, in any reasonable period of time? You have all
these different kinds of mainframes, and you have got people that
have system 36s and 38s and AS-400's and all these other different
ones, you know, and they fight any kind of attempt to get them
offget it into some format that we can work across the system.

Now I know it can be done technically. The question I have is,
how do we make it happen? First thingif we tried to get this to
happen, the first thing the GSA would get involved, and then we
would be sunk, you knew. I'm serious. That's what happens. The
last people that are ever going to figure this out is the GSA, but
they are the first one that gets involved. So maybe you know some
way through this quagmire that I haven't thought of.

Mr. CARNEVALE. I have worked in the House and in the Senate
and in organized labor and in the business community, always
searching for power in Washington. And I just went through a
move from onethe commission just moved a street over from
where it used to be, and I finally dealt with the GSA, and I found
out where the power is in Washington.

I think the answer is that, in my experience with this, dealing
from this end of the avenue, the way thatyou can overstudy these
things. That is, the way that you get the agencies to move is to give
them some specifics and ask them to respond. And what I would
do is give them six or seven categories of activity services that are
common among the programs and ask them to report back in all
the programs on those categories at the end of next fiscal year.

Mr. PETERSON. In what format?
Mr. CARNEVALE. I think the machine issue is not a big issue any

more. That is, it is relatively easy to accumulate this information.
They give it to you in hard copy, you know.

Mr. PETERSON. But what good does that do us? What you are
saying is we have to somehow or another have this available so
when you go into whatever office you go into you can go into a com-
puter terminal and see what the job is in Willmar, MN, you know.
If you or I were running a company, we could get that done. My
question is, given the situation we have, all the problems we have

I
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with procurement and all the other rules we've got, how do we get
there?

Mr. CARNEVALE. I think if you asked for those four or five cat-
egories of data that would be the first thing I would do. That would
give you a basic management information across the system. You
would then need to have an agency outside the departments handle
that information and report it to the Congress and the NCEP

Mr. PETERSON. Who would that be?
Mr. CARNEVALE. I think it is us, frankly. It is one of our func-

tions to look across Federal employment and training programs.
Mr. PETERSON. So you would have a computer system that would

compile all that?
Mr. CARNEVALE. Oh, sure, we have a system that would compile

all that.
Mr. PETERSON. Do you have the money?
Mr. CARNEVALE. It wouldn't cost a lot of money to do this, in my

reckoning. If people gave us files or even hard copy on these pro-
grams it wouldn't require much more than a couple of staff people
to do this.

The second thing
Mr. PETERSON. This would bethis wouldn't be an online, in-

stantaneous kind of system. What you are talking about is accumu-
lating data.

Mr. CARNEVALE. My guess is, at first, it wouldn't be on line, but
it could be put on line quickly or moved around in as key files. The
capability is here to do this.

One of the other things I would arrange and that is to get some
MIS's from companies, that is MIS people from large companies to
help with this.

Mr. PETERSON. Like the FAA, you mean? That has worked real
well.

Mr. CARNEVALE. One other thing
Mr. PETERSON. But the problem is, you know, we look into these

things. And, for example, just to show you some of quagmires we
get intowe have gotin the FAA, we have got these automated
weather deals, and we have got 965 of them sitting around the
country that are installed. Some of them have been there for 5
years. They are not hooked up and operating because they don't
have the money to hook up the phone lines which are $850 a
month, even though there is technology there. So they could do this
through the satellite for $100 a month, and they won't change. So
their solution is to do nothing.

And I guess what I would expect would happen if we try to do
this is, we get down the line, all of a sudden we got to the point
where we want to hook this up, and some bureaucrat would have
us in a deal where it cost $1,000 a month to hook it up to some
phone line. And there wouldn't be any money, and we would be in
the soup.

I think the main question is, how do we get by that problem that
we run into in all these different agencies?

Mr. CARNEVALE. That is why I think in this board of some con-
sequence you need an institution that represents the authority of
the Government and the Congress that sits on this issue for 3 to
5 years with some persistence.

8
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Mr. PETERSON. You don't have the authority now?

Mr. CARNEVALE. No.
Mr. PETERSON. Do you think that people in this Congress will

give that to you? People are fighting like crazy.
Maybe I am being too negative. You wanted to say something.

Ms. MOROSKI-BROWNE. F'art of working through solutions on

these tough issues, particularly management information systems,

people think it must be new, and the infrastructure must be new,
and that's a lot of money. States have been wrestling with this for

a while, and some States are working through some quite innova-

tive solutions.
In fact, on your next panel you will have someone from New

York talking about tile GATEWAY system, and we had met with

those people several years ago when they were in the design and

early implementation phases. And they are basically taking their

current automated systems into very diverse parts of the State,

rural areas, urban, a mix of programs, and they are putting their

technical people together with people that are coming up with the

concepts, and they are makingthey are helping and working

through in terms of getting the systems to talk to one another.

So they are dealing with existing investments in terms of capital
investments in technology and working through that, at the same
time building in some standardix-d outcome measures as well

within their current sy-' .m. So that panel that follows could tell

you about that.
Mr. PETERSON. Some of the States could do that. I don't doubt

that.
I have a question, though. If the Federal Government gets into

this and mandates this, what we might accomplish is to stop what's

happening in the States.
Ms. MOROSKI-BROWNE.

When we went out and spoke to New

York officials, part of the discussion was about the barriers to inno-

vation. And part of their answer was what they are doing there is

happening despite the system, not because of it. So that there are
significant barriers set up by the Federal Government that keeps

them from going further.
Mr. PETERSON. Mr. McHugh, do you have any further questions?

Mr. MCHUGH. Just one general one. Out of 154 programs, any

one of them doing it right?
Mr. CARNEVALE. I think, in fairness to the programs, in all of

them, it is a situation you commonly find in programs, and that is

somebody is doing iteverybody is doing something right some-

where. Everybody is doingbut nobody is doing everything right.

And over time the places where the right things are done tend

to move around on you, in part because it, is a system that is not

very sure of itself. It sort of moves from year to year, especially the

intergovernmental aspect of it. That is the combination of Federal,

State, and local activity. We are still learning how to manage an

intricate system like that in the United States. We haven't arrived

yet in that.
Mr. MCHUGH. The reason I askand I think at least some of the

chairman's comments pointed to the frustration that we all feel as

we try to work within this government and try to do it effectively.

That models of efficiencies or models that simply work are hard to
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identify. And the thought being if we could identify one programthat for whatever reason at one point in time did it all pretty wellthat model might help us to work with the other bureaucratic
structures to make those kinds of changes. It is very frustrating.

Mr. PETERSON. We are going to have a couple of panelists comingup on the next panel that are going to show you some real successstories.
Mr. Mc Hum'. I am aware of the State levels, and those aregreat. And I was in the State legislature in New York when theGATEWAY system began. I am not trying to claim credit. I am justsaying I was there watching.
I recognize that, but I am concerned, as I know you are, Mr.Chairman, at the Federal level. The States are being innovativeout of necessity as much as anything. I think we ought to try topoint toward our own shop and say, well, here is one where we areworking it well. Let's try to model.
Just a thought. Yield back.
Mr. PETERSON. Mr. Carnevale, do you think we ought to try togo at the whole thing in some kind of a bill or whether we ought

to pass a Reemployment Act, which is kind of a first step, and thentry to have some other mechanism to look at the longer term? Do
you have any thoughts or preferences on that?

Mr. CARNEVALE. I have biases that I can give you. My bias isthere are a number of things in the Reemployment Act that arevery much a part of that, is the notion of one-stop shop and build-ing systems in the State where you go through no wrong door. That
is, whichever door you go there, there is information there that
gives you the full set of services you might be eligible for.

The money in the Reemployment Act for dislocated workers I
think is something that I think it is a shame that we can't get thatmoney on the street quicker, and I think we need to meetwe needto getmy biasyou get as much of the Reemployment Act as youcan and either that or then combine it with some of these otherbills that are moving around on consolidation and systems reform.

And it may be that it looks as if, in order to move one, you havegot to have the other. That's what it increasingly looks like. Thatin order to move the Reemployment Act we are going to have todo some of the systems reform. Because Congress and the Senateis a remarkable correlation between Senators Kennedy and Kasse-baum. That is the full range of opinion in the Senate, I think, that
share the same view. They want very much want to build a system
very much like the one envisioned in the Reemployment Act, butthey want some systems reform beyond what the act provides.

Mr. PETERSON. You are talking about management of this infor-mation?
Mr. CARNEVALE. Yes.
Mr. PETERSON. Do you think that one of these bills has a plau-

sible, realistic answer to that part of the equation?
Mr. CARNEVALE. I think so. I think in combination they are real-ly saying very much the same thing again. In the front end they

eliminate programs and consolidate, and then they build systems,and then they
Mr. PETERSON. How do they build a system? In which bill is it?

0
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Mr. CARNEVALE. Well, the billthe Good ling bill, for instance, it
eliminates a variety of programs.

Mr. PETERSON. But how does it build an information system?
Mr. CARNEVALE. It then requires reporting on the basis ofwell,

then it largely tasks a board to build the system and to do further
consolidation. It also then requires or allows for waivers and other
provisions to allow States to consolidate programs. -

The Kennedy-Kassebaum bill, as it is emerging, does a good deal
more of the systems building. That is the common core of account-
ing across the programs.

Mr. PETERSON. By putting words in a bill I have a hard time un-
derstanding how this is really going to happenrealistically.

Mr. CARNEVALE. The bill would
Mr. PETERSON. Just putting words in a bill and setting up a com-

mission. Frankly, I am very skeptical.
Mr. CRAWFORD. I think another bill that attempts to do some-

thing along those lines is the Kassebaum bill. And it is doing some-
thing similar to the Reemployment Act in that, where the Reem-
ployment Act envisioned, as you recall, the temporary bridge pro-
gram after which time it would expire, so if the Congress doesn't
act by certain dates something happens.

In the Kassebaum bill, I believe she proposes a repeal of certain
programs at a certain point in time if there is no action. So, again,
there are probably a lot of different ways. Maybe one of them is
something where there would be a sunset provision: if the Congress
doesn't act, something would happen.

Mr. PETERSON. What happens if these programs are repealed?
What happens to the money in these bills? Does it cancel back?

Mr. CRAWFORD. It goes back.
Mr. PETERSON. Reduces the deficit?
Mr. CRAWFORD. Yes. I think one of the things that Mr. Carnevale

made was a good point in terms of how to create a consensus in
the Congress to help move the debate along would be to hold harm-
less a certain portion of the money.

Because I think what 3rou will find as you go down and you iden-
tify program X or Y to be eliminated or consolidated, the constitu-
encies are going to become vocal.

One of the things that the Reemployment Act does is it takes a
cut at deciding who is going to be served under the dislocated
workers programs. And, as a result, some people who didn't have
access to some of the more generous benefits would have access.
Conversely, some of the ones that had access to generous benefits
may no longer have access to that level of benefit. And that's the
problem that the Congress are going to have to face. The Congress
is going to have to make some tough calls about who is going to
be served and what levels of service are going to be provided.

Mr. PETERSON. On page 6 you said, care must be taken to con-
solidate or eliminate only those programs that share similar char-
acteristics such as goals, client groups, services, and delivery mech-
anisms. Do you mean that in order for them to be consolidated or
eliminated they have to share every single goal and characteristic?
And, if so, do you have a list of programs that you think should
be consolidated? Have you gone to that level?

Mr. CRAWFORD. Yes.
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Mr. ROGERS. First of all, I diink the key in terms of consolidating
programs is putting like programs together. If you are serving a
particular population groupfor example, let's say the economi-
cally disadvantagedthat you would want to take the programs
that serve the economically disadvantaged and consolidate them to-
gether. If you have programs serving veterans, you want to put
those programs together.

I think Mr. Carnevale said in terms of that, that you do not want
to try to put people who are being served in terms of disabled with
people who are in a different category. I think that makes sense.

So when we talk in terms of like programs we are talking about,
basically, programs that serve the same populations, but also pro-
grams that have the same goals, the same delivery structures. The
greatest gain that is achieved when you put the programs together
that share those common elements.

Mr. PETERSON. Have you got us a list?
Mr. CRAWFORD. Yes. Four target populations, 38 programs we

have looked at in detail.
Mr. PETERSON. Have you got that in writing someplace?
Mr. ROGERS. There is a report that we put together a couple of

weeks ago that identifies programs that share common goals.
Mr. PETERSON. Do we have that report?
Mr. ROGERS. Yes, you do. It was a report that was issued to Sen-

ator Harkin, but it identifies programs that share common goals
that could be consolidated.

We are not specifically recommending that those programs be
consolidated, but we are identifying programs that would share
those kinds of elements that would make sense to put together.

Mr. PETERSON. Mr. McHugh, do you have any further questions?
Mr. McHUGH. No, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. PETERSON. I think we are going to move on to the next

panel. We may have some further questions we might submit to
you in writing, and we will be back in touch with you to folk about
those reports and maybe possible legislation.

Mr. CRAWFORD. Great. We would be happy to work with you.
Mr. PETERSON. Thank you very much for being here and your

work and your testimony and so forth.
Mr. CARNEVALE. Thank you.
Mr. PETERSON. We are next going to call the final panel: Ms.

Deborah Sale, chief of staff to the Lieutenant Governor, State of
New York; and Jean Dunn, executive director of the Minnesota
Teamsters Service. They are doing some fine work at the State and
local level in kind of different avenues. We thank them for appear-
ing before the subcommittee today.

As you noticed, it is our custom in our investigative hearings to
swear in all witnesses. So if you don't have any problem with that
we will ask you to stand and raise your right hand and be sworn.

[Witnesses sworn.]
Mr. PETERSON. Your full statements will be made part of the

record, so you can summarize your whatever you want to do.
Ms. Sale, we will begin with you, and welcome to the committee.

Thank you for being here.
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STATEMENT OF DEBORAH SALE, CILMF OF STAFF TO LIEU-
TENANT GOVERNOR, STATE OF NEW YORK, ON BEHALF OF
THE NEW YORK STATE JOB TRAINING PARTNERSHIP COUN-
CIL
MS. SAI..E. I appreciate this opportunity to appear before you

today on behalf of the New York State Job Training Partnerihip
Council.

I am Deborah Sale, chief of the staff to the Lieutenant Governor,
Stan Lundine, who was a member of this body prior to becoming
the Lieutenant Governor and serves as vice chairman of the New
York State Job Training Partnership Council.

I am particularly pleased to appear before a body who so com-
pletely understands the importance of job training and preparation
for new work force challenges.

Between next November's elections and the date they take office,
your new colleagues, as Mr. McHugh did just 2 years ago, will have
a whole range of orientation programs available to them. They will
have policy training, ethics training, tours of their new office space,
instructions on House procedures, training in the arcane arts of
payroll, accounting, bookkeeping, hiring and staff supervision.

Now, in November, they may come here scared to death of the
challenges that face them, but they will be ready to meet those
challenges in January when they begin their new job.

It is that experience, one that will be familiar to both of you, I
am sure, of your first days on the Hill, that I believe will enable
you to appreciate what we are tTying to accomplish in New York
for our citizens' as they look to us for job training assistance.

I will particularly speak about three of our efforts: The GATE-
WAY initiative, New York's Workforce Preparation Evaluation Act,
and then I would like to speak to recommendations on restructur-
ing work force assistance at the Federal level.

Governor Cuomo introduced the GATEWAY initiative in 1990 as
a response to the JTPC's Creating A Vision report which high-
lighted New York States' need to integrate education, employment
and training, social services, and economic development policies in
order to address the needs of our citizens in a rapidly changing
economy.

GATEWAY is not a traditional government program. There is no
overall State design, nor are there special funds allocated for its
purposes.

From the outset, GATEWAY has relied on local-State partner-
ships encouraging local design and creative experimentation. The
State assists in implementation, gives access to statewide programs
and information systems and ensures some basic consistency so
that different GATEWAY communities form a broader network.
The local partnership agencies gain these resources to better serve
their clients.

GATEWAY creates a no-wrong-door system of service delivery. A
customer may contact GATEWAY partner agenciesany GATE-
WAY partner agencyand either receive the services they need or
be referred to the appropriate agency to receive those services.
Using technology, GATEWAY attempts to move information rather
than people from place to place.



80

The key to GATEWAY is its simplicity. Recently, three of our cli-
ents from Niagara Cou.tity all had essentially the same reaction to
GATEWAY. They said, "I went to one place. I gave them the infor-
mation about me once. They helped me figure out what I needed,
and they delivered the services."

John Hahn, who was here at the White House for the introduc-
tion of the Reemployment Act earlier this year, illustrates how
GATEWAY works at its best. He is 58 years old. After working for
28 years in the same aerospace plant, he was told the plant was
closing. Two years short of retirement he was left with uncertain
prospects.

But the next day, in his words, "GATEWAY came to me and
said, don't worry. We will take care of everything. And, in fact,
they did."

Mr. Hahn is now a biomedical technician.
The GATEWAY that came to him was a representative from the

local community college, the JTPA program and the job service.
They brought with them all the services of 18 different GATEWAY
agencies as well as the AFLCIO, all committed to helping Mr.
Hahn and his coworkers find new employment.

Mr. Hahn didn't have to work his way through the maze of Fed-
eral regulations and Federal programs or State regulations and
State programs. He found agencies who helped him work that
mazework through that maze because they essentially eliminated
the maze.

In many GATEWAY communities, a customer may call an em-
ployment help line for information and referral. Employers may
call one number to reach the qualified job applicants for a particu-
lar job opening that they may have.

The basic building blocks of GATEWAY are four statewide sys-
tems: cur department of labor community service centers, the de-
partment of education ACCESS centers, what we call CEOSCS
comprehensive employment outreach service centersand our com-
munity colleges. These are linked to local job training programs.

Our department of labor community service centers offer one-
stop service by colocating and integrating the employment service
and the unemployment insurance services, and they often house
other State and local programs such as JTPA and JOBS. They have
been in place since 1988 and are similar in concept to the one-stop
career centers envisioned in the Reemployment Act.

ACCESS centers and CEOSCS provide a full range of edu-
cational and training services, occupational training child care and
other support and many of them are located at our community col-
leges. New York community colleges have long been known as a
very effective tool to prepare youth and adults for the modern
workplace. They are a key element here, clearly.

The elements to GATEWAY's success are local design with State
support, shared services and resources, the linkage of existing pro-
grams without compromising their identity or integrity. GATEWAY
avoids costly duplication of services.

Now, in a rational system like GATEWAY there is a need for
consistent information about program quality in order for us to
serve our clients well. To address performance measurement, Gov-
ernor Cuomo in 1988 signed the Workforce Preparation Evaluation
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Act. It requires State agencies administering work force prepara-
tion programs to prepare annual program plans and report per-
formance outcomes against program objectives. Our goal is to in-
crease program accountability.

While the Workforce Preparation Act gives us a clearer picture
of all the elements that make up our system, we still face many
challenges in data collecting and reporting.

There are two barriers which you could help us with that are
particularly challenging. First, as the recent GAO report points
out, reporting requirements for differing Federal programs are
markedly inconsistent. This prevents us from comparing results
across programs. It also frustrates the customer who must provide
essentially the same information in different forms for different
programs.

Second, many Federal agencies require only limited followup and
only reimburse States and localities for monitoring during that lim-
ited period. So even if we think that monitoring people for a much
longer period or really finding results requires a much longer term
monitoring period, there is no Federal incentive to do so, and, in
fact, there is a disincentive to do so.

As a result of our experience, we would like to make some rec-
ommendations toward reform at the Federal level. The Reemploy-
ment Act contains some positive steps toward creating a more ra-
tional work force development system focusing on the customer. Its
provision for consolidation of similar programs and funding sources
is a constructive first step.

It also allocates funds to systemic change, and we think that is
very important. We think that will have paybacks both short term
and long term, and we would welcome further systemic initiatives.

We understand an effort is currently underway among the major
Federal agencies to bring about consistency in definitions used by
various programs. That may sound dull and boring, but it is a tre-
mendous barrier to program and service coordination. Not having
common terms and common definitions is very, very difficult. We
urge the Congress to support the Federal interagency initiative in
that area.

While it is important that the Federal Government set certain
basic standards for performance measurement, it is essential that
performance measures be tailored to suit local conditions and labor
markets.

We in New York cannot overemphasize the need to move work
force development programs toward a system of life-long learning.
Such a system should be available and accessible to a student, a
public assistance recipient, a dislocated worker or a worker who
needs to upgrade his skills.

We strongly urge that any changes in the current system begin
with a clear focus on the individual, serving the customer's needs
in the most direct way. Our experience has shown that by begin-
ning with the customer the natural tenden *-Is of bureaucracy to
complicate and duplicate are suppressed.

New York is committed to passage of the Reemployment Act this
year. We recognize that many of the workers dislocated during the
recent recession will not benefit from our slow but steady economic
growth without a training and employment system to guide them.

t)
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We have been greatly encouraged by your efforts and those of the
House Education and Labor and Ways and Means Committees to-
ward making the work force development system more comprehen-
sive and better coordinated. New York stands ready to work with
you to create a more logical and useful work force training systemfor its citizens.

I appreciate being here today, and I would be happy to answer
any_questions that_you have for me.

Mr. PETERSON. Thank you very much. We appreciate you beinghere.
[The prepared statement of Ms. Sale follows:]

G
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THE NYS JOB TRAINING PARTNERSHIP COUNCIL

BEFORE

THE EMPLOYMENT, HOUSING AND AVIATION SUBCOMMITTEE
OF

THE HOUSE GOVERMENT OPERATIONS COMMITTEE

HEARING
ON

"OPTIONS FOR RESTRUCTURING THE FEDERAL EMPLOYMNT AND TRAINING SYSTEM"

AUGUST 4, 1994

Thank you Mr. Chairman, for
this opportunity to appear today

on behalf of the New York State Job Training Partnership Council.

I am Deborah Sale, Chief of staff to the Lt. Governor, who serves

as Vice Chair of New York's-Job Training Partnership Council.

Ws appreciate this opportunity to share our experiences with

restructuring New York's workforce development system.

Specifically, I will focus today on:

1) New York's GATEWAY initiative;
2) New York's Workforce Preparation Evaluation Act; and

3) Recommendations on restructuring workforce assistance

at the federal level.

1. GATEWAY

Governor Cuomo first introduced the GATEWAY initiative in

1990. The Job Training Partnership Council, under the direction

of Lt. Governor Stan Lundine,
released a report that year entitled

.1 W
Future, which highlighted the need for integrating "the public
policy agendas of education, employment and training, social

services and economic development" in order to address the needs

of the workforce in our rapidly changing economy.

GATEWAY is not a traditional government
program: there is no

overall state design, nor are special funds allocated for GATEWAY

purposes. From the outset GATEWAY has relied on a local/state

partnership that encourages local design and creative

experimentation. The State assists in implementation, gives access

to statewide programs and
information systems, and ensures some

'F. 9t
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basic consistency so that different GATEWAY communities can link
together in a broader network. This gives the local partnership
agencies resources to better serve their clients.

The GATEWAY approach to service delivery creates a "no wrong
door" system of services. In a GATEWAY community, a customer may
contact any GATEWAY partner agency and either receive all the
services they need directly or be referred to the appropriate
partner agency, with a minimum of duplication. Using the latest
technology, GATEWAY attempts to move information rather than people
from place to place.

Many of our customers tell us that the key to GATEWAY is its
simplicity. In February, 1994, at a conference sponsored by the
United States Department of Labor, three GATEWAY clients from
Niagara Falls, New York, related their experiences in finding
training and a job through GATEWAY. Each had a similar reaction:
"I went to one place, I gave them information about me once, they
helped me to figure out what I needed and they delivered it."

One of those customers, John Hahn, was invited to the White
HOUSES in March 1994 when President Clinton formally introduced the
Reemployment Act. Mr. Hahn's story typifies how GATEWAY works at
its best. At the age of 58, after working for 28 years in the same
aerospace industry plant, Mr. Hahn was told that the plant was
closing. Two years short of retirement, Mr. Hahn was left with
uncertain prospects, but the next day, he explained, "GATEWAY came
to me and said 4Don't worry, we'll take care of everything' and
they did." Mr. Hahn is now working as a bio-medical technician.

When Mr. Hahn said GATEWAY came to him, it was, in fact, a
representative from the local community college, JTPA program and
the Job Service. But they brought with them all the services and
programs of eighteen other GATEWAY partner agencies, as well as the
AFL-CIO, which had committed their resources to helping Mr. Hahn
and his co-workers make a transition to other employment. GATEWAY
made it easy for John Hahn. He didn't have to work his way through
the maze of ,cderal and state programs in order to find what he
needed; the agencies themselves simplified the maze and guided him
through.

In many GATEWAY communities, a c.ustomer may call an inter-
agency employment "helpline" to learn about the programs and
services available in the community and to be referred to the right
place. In turn, employers may call one number to reach the
qualified job candidates of several cooperating agencies.

The basic building blocks of GATEWAY are four statewide
systems: Department of Labor Community Service Centers, Department
of Education ACCESS Centers, Comprehensive Employment Outreach
Service Centers, or "CEOSCS", and community colleges. These are
linked with local job training programs such as JTPA and JOBS.

2
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Labor Department Community Service Centers offer job seekers

one-stop services by co-locating and integrating the employment
service and unemployment insurance services, and often house other
state and local programs such as JTPA and JOBS. Community Service
Centers, which have been in place since 1988, are similar in

concept to the one-stop career centers envisioned in the

Reemployment Act of 1994 (although they have a different governance

structure). Education "ACCESS" Centers and CEOSCS, which are found
in most of our communities, provide a full range of on-site
educational services, occupational training, child care and other

support. Community colleges, of course, are a powerful resource
for preparing youth and adults for the modern workplace.

There are three key elements to GATEWAY's success. First,

there is local design with State support. At each GATEWAY site,
a planning group of local and state partner agencies, schools,
elected officials and employer groups decides how and where
services should be offered. Second, each partner gains by sharing
services and resources. Local agencies have access to statewide
programs and systems. Third, existing programs and services are

linked without compromising their identity or integrity and we

thereby avoid costly duplication.

2. klew York's Workforce Preoaration and Evaluation Act

A rational system like GATEWAY requires consistent information
about program quality in order to best serve the clients. To
address performance measurement, Governor Cuomo in 1988 signed the
Workforce Preparation Evaluation Act. It requires state agencies
responsible for administration of workforce preparation programs
to prepare annual program plans and report actual performance
outcomes against program objectives. The goal of the Act is to
increase program accountability and to provide information to aid
policy makers. Prior to the implementation of the statute, there
was no single reporting system to account for the state's and the
federal government's investments in workforce preparation.

While the Workforce Preparation Act has given us a clearer
picture of each of the complex elements that make up our system,
we still face many challenges in data collection and reporting.

Understandably, "success" vis-a-vis some objectives is hard to
quantify. There are two barriers, however, that are particularly
challenging.

First, as the recent series of GAO reports has documented,
reporting requirements for different federal programs are markedly
inconsistent. This prevents us from comparing results across
programs. It also poses a challenge to the customer, who must
provide essentially the same information in different forms for
different programs.

3
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Second, many federal programs require only limited follow-up
and will only reimburse states and localities for the cost of
monitoring during that period. For example, the requirement might
be to report whether a worker is still employed six months after
a job placement. Thus even when we have determined that keeping
more extensive information would be valuable, there is no federal
incentive to do so. In fact, the result is to keep us from doing
so.

3. Recommendations on Restructuring Workfor e Aseistan e at the
rederal Level

As a result of our experience I would like to make some
recommendations towa-1 reforming workforce assistance at the
federal level. The Reemployment Act of 1994 contains positive
steps toward creating a more rational workforce development system
that focuses on the customer. its provision for consolidation of
similar programs and funding sources is a .:tonstructive first step.
The Reemployment Act also allocates funds to carry out systemic
change, which we believe will be a wise investment with immediate
as well as long term returns.

Further steps, however, would be welcome. We understand an
sffort is currently underway among the major federal agencies to
bring about consistency in definitions used by the various
programs. The issues of core terms and common definitions, while
tedious and unglamorous, stand as a serious barrier to program and
service coordination. We urge the Congress to support the federal
interagency initiative in this area.

We strongly urge that any changes to the current system begin
with a clear focus on the individual as customer, and on serving
that customer's needs in the most direct way. This is true both
when considering what services to offer, and when designing the
reporting and performance requirements for programs. Our
experience has shown that by beginning with the customer, the
natural tendencies of bureaucracy to complicate and duplicate are
suppressed.

Performanze measures need to be tailored to suit local
conditions and labor-markets, yet still maintain consistency so
that information can be compared both inter- and intra-state.
Accordingly, while it is important the federal government set
certain basic standards for performance measurement, it is equally
essential that states' measurements be added to reflect local and
regional labor-market conditions.

4
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We in New York cannot over emphasize the need to move
workforce development programs toward a system of life-long

learning. Such a system would be available and accessible to an
individual whether a student, a public assistance recipient or a

dislocated worker.

New York is committed to passage of reemployment legislation

this year. We recognize that many of the workers dislocated during
the recent recession will not be in a position to benefit from new
economic growth without a training and employment system to guide

them.

We have been greatly encouraged by your efforts and those of

the House Education and Labor and Ways and Means Committees and

the Administration. These efforts will move us toward making the

workforce development system more comprehensive and better
coordinated, and will engage our participation in a constructive
dialogue to shape necessary legislation. New York stands ready to
work with you to create a more logical and useful workforce
training system for our citizens.

Again thank you for the opportunity to testify today. I would
be delighted to answer any questions you may have.

5
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New York State
GATEWAY
Initiative
Fact Sheet

GATEWAY

NYS HUMAN INVESTMENT SUBCABINET

GATEWAY, a 1990 State of the State initiative of Governor Mario M. Cuomo, streamlines
the state's workforce development programs into a service system to help New Yorkers
obtain employment, training and support services and to provide employers with more
skilled workers. Local and state service providers work together to offer access to a full
range of high quality services to all customers who are seeking work or training, or who
wish to improve their skills or start a new career, or to employers seeking to hire qualified
workers.

GA1 EWAN' ssas first described in "Creating a Vision: The Workforce Preparation System of
the buture", published h the Job Training Partnership Council in early 1990.

The study called for the state's workforce preparation programs to organize into a
comprehensise network of services accessible to all customers: job seekers, labor organizations and
businesses.

Governor Mario M. Cuomo endorsed GATEWAY's concepts in his 1990 State of the State
Message to the Legislature and established a state I luman Investment Subcabinet, bringing together
the lead agencies involved in preparing New York's workforce to oversee the implementation of
GATEWAY.

the Subcabinet is chaired by the state's Director of Policy Management. Members include
(he state Departments of Labor, Social Services, Education and Economic Development, the Job
'training Partnership Council, the State and City Universities of New York. the Division for Youth
and the Division of Human Rights, the Iligher Education Services Corporation, the State Office for
the Aging. the Office of Alcoholism and Substance Abuse Services, and the Council on Children
and Families, Division for Women, Division of Veteran's Affairs and the Office of Vocational 8:
tducational Services tor Individuals with Disabilities.

GA l'IMAY is implemented through a unique local and state partnership, with all priorities
and strategies established by a local planning group according to thc special needs, interests and
capabilities (0 their communities, clients, service providers, employers, geography and resources.

In order to facilitate the implementation of GATEWAY, a Subcabinet Work Group
coordinates state actions, working primarily through 5 committees that assist local planning groups
in the following areas planning and funding simplification, information management and
technology, staff development, service integration, and marketing.

BEST COPY AVAILABLE
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* In GATEWAY, there is a "no wrong door' network of service providers and schools.

Customers visiting any agency can reach all thc services they need as easily as possible. New York

State Department of Labor Community Service Centers, the Education Department's ACCESS

centers, community colleges and BOCES are all included in GATEWAY.

* Three locations with model human resource programs already in place were chosen in the

spring of 1991 to test GATEWAY: Monroe, Suffolk and Niagara counties. Thc Bronx in New

York City joined the GM EWAY pilot program in the summer of 1991.

Since the initial four pilot counties were invited to participate, another seventeen counties

have requested designation. GATEWAY networks are now in various stages of development in

twenty-one counties.

The GATEWAY sites arc following a common set of guiding principles in their efforts to

Implement GATEWAY. This is being accomplished in partnership with the state Subcabinet by

using management information technology, co-location, interagency regional and local planning, and

other innovative measures.

Each GATEWAY site organizes its own governance structure, creates a planning group that

includes all job training, education and related organizations in the community and selects a local

coordinator to facilitate implementation.

Examples of local GA rEwAy actions include:

Linking all major workforce agencies together with updated and accessible computer

technology in order to mis,ve information instead of customers.

Co-locating key w. Aforce development services in accessible, user-friendly sites.

Creating local employment and training "hot linv." to improve customer access to

information and services.

Instituting shared job application, ji.b development and job listing proyedures to

better serve employers,

GATEWAY has received national attention and recognition as a model for service

integration and customer satisfaction. In March 1994, Niagara County's GATEWAY dislocated

worker program, which organizes the services of twenty-one partner agencies, was showeased at a

eeremom at the White House. lhe program has ai:a been recognized by the NYS Association of

Counties.

For Additional Information Contact:
The New York State Human Investment Subcabinet

Empire State Plaza
Coming Tower, 28th Floor
Albany, NY 12223
(518; 471-468:; Eax: (518) 473-4817

53
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Mr. PETERSON. Next we have Jean Dunn, who is with the Min-
nesota Teamsters Service Bureau. And I became familiar with
some things they are doing in Minnesota, and I thought it would
be worthwhile for people to hear a little different approach on how
they make some stuff happen out there. So we appreciate you being
with us and look forward to your testimony.

STATEMENT OF JEAN C. DUNN, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR,
MINNESOTA TEAMSTER SERVICE BUREAU

Ms. DuNrr. Thank you. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, committee
members.

It is an honor to be here today representing not only the 50,000
Teamster members in the State of Minnesota but the many thou-
sands of dislocated workers and workers at risk that we have been
striving to assist and who will benefit from the work that you are
doing here today.

I have given you testimonyrather lengthy testimonythat I
understand you had an opportunity to review and will be part of
the record, so I don't want to go over that. I have been asked to
limit my comments to about 5 minutes, and I will strive to do
thatalthough I have a kind of different reputation back in Min-
nesota for that, but I will do my best.

I think I need to tell you a little bit about where the service bu-
reau has come from in terms of its history. We began in 1986 in
a small way working on dislocated worker programs. Because of
our experience there and noticing and realizing the devastation
that people were going through and the difficulty adults were hav-
ing in terms of returning to a training situation, we began to take
a larger and larger role in facilitating our members' movement
through the dislocated worker process.

But it also sent us back to the drawing table because we wanted
to see if there wasn't a more proactive role that we could play. The
dislocated worker programs and ther e. are good things al3out the
dislocated worker programs, do not meet all our needs. It distresses
me to hear today from previous speakers that there is no account-
ability because, boy, I feel like we are made to be very accountable.

I would like to offer the committee at least one ray of hope and
that is that our current placement rates in our dislocated worker
programs are 84 percent of participants who enroll are actually
placed before the end of their 12- or 18-month program in jobs with
average wages at about $10.74 an hour. So they are not completely
replacing the jobs they left, but they are making a good start.

There are a lot of barriers for dislocated workers to return to
that training environment, and we wanted to believeas wonderful
as the dislocated worker program is, it is a reactive program. In
other words, you wait for the devastation to hit and then you try
to clean up the pieces.

What we found is a more proactive approach was in the U.S. De-
partment of Education's Workplace Literacy Demonstration Pro-
grams. We have been funded three times from the U.S. Depart-
ment of Education to provide workplace literacy services that allow
us to work with a group of folks who have not yet lost their jobs
but who are at risk because of changes in their industry.
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Our presumption in going into workplace literacy was that the
barriers to training would be less for the participant in workplace
literacy than they were for the dislocated worker because the work-
place literacy participant was still drawing his or her paycheck,
was receiving the training at the work site and did not have to deal
with looking for new employment. That didn't turn out to be accu-
rate. They still had the same barriers. We came to identify that
barrier as being something much larger than simple career change,
it was the idea that people were operating out of a place where
they felt going to work for one employer was where they were going
to work for the rest of their lives.

There is no acknowledgment of life-long learning kinds of needs
by these adult workers and no attention paid in any of their train-
ing up to the point of employment that dealt with employment pre-
requisite skills.

Again, we went back to the planning table and said there must
be a way for us to impact workers before they become workers.
How do we start working with people who are going to be in the
work force tomorrow? How can we deliver this concept of life-long
learning and play a role in preparing the work force for a changing
industry and changing work environment?

We found a way to do that through the State board of education
and petitioned for a charter school that would have a vocational
orientation. We did this in partnership with the Minnesota Busi-
ness Partnership, the University of Minnesota, and a small school
district, Rockford school district, that had some already existing
programs related to vocational training for their students.

We were granted that charter, and we enrolled our first students
in March 1994. Those students are participating in an applied cur-
riculum where we are delivering those prerequisites, learning op-
portunities in work-based environments and in community based
environments. We are delivering the requirements they need for
high school graduation but in an environment and in a process that
makes clear coordination with whEft their futures are going to be.

In other words, their math, their English, their reading, even
their physical education and health education is taking place in in-
dustry settings and in community settings. We are delivering pre-
requisite skills that we have identified, and that research has iden-
tified as those things that relate to job flexibility. And Mr.
Carnevale talked about the need for flexibility in the work environ-
ment, and we are talking about flexibility needs for the worker
himself.

Those prerequisite skills are grouped around maybe three areas.
And that is: Problem-solving skills, interpersonal skills, and team
building skills. So what we are trying to do with the students who
are enrolled in the charter school is to deliver that kind of environ-
ment so that, as they become the workers of tomorrow, that they
will be prepared for the flexibility and the career changes that are
undoubtedly facing them.

We do have some recommendations about what is happening in
the consolidation of the education and training programs. If I could
leave you with just one recommendation, although I have three, the
one I would like you to most remember is that we have found that
the real strength in our success and the real strength of the pro-
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gramming we have been able to be involved in comes from public-
private partnerships.

The Teamsters Service Bureau has been able to reach out and
find partners to deliver services to the affected groups that maybe
seem a little irregular or a little like strange bedfellows in some
settings. To have the Teamsters partnered with the Minnesota
Business Partnership to some seems like quite a stretch. The fact
is the Minnesota Business Partnership has a whole agenda of
things that we don't necessarily agree with. We have a whole agen-
da of things that they don't necessarily agree with. But we do agree
on the fact that the work force of tomorrow is not going to be pre-
pared unless we come together as business and labor and begin to
deliver to the work force of tomorrow the kinds of training that
they are going to need in order to be employable.

Those partnerships have resultedand I talked about many of
them in my written testimonynot only in coming together on
these kinds of services where we are bringing our organizations to
the table, but it also has resulted in direct contributions from pri-
vate parties, private business to enhance our dislocated worker pro-
grams, to enhance our workplace literacy programs.

We had contributions from companies that have laid off or dis-
located their work force that have been significant: $50,000, even
$1 million from some employers who have a real commitment to
making sure that the transition for their dislocated workers hap-
pens. In the workplace literacy arena the alliance, which is a train-
ing program that has been bargained for between AT&T and the
Communications Workers of America, has put hundreds of thou-
sands of hard dollars into the training programs for their work-
place literacy program that we are operating for them.

Again, I guess I have gone on too long, but the other two rec-
ommendations that I need to at least ad-dress a little bit is that,
yes, it is very true that we need to reduce the barriers between the
programs. This is an incredible facet that you are looking at, but
the problem that we need you to pay attention to for us and to en-
sure that the kinds of programming and the public private partner-
ship can be maintained is that we need to remember that the goal
here is to return people to employment. That is the goal of all of
the reemployment programs.

To try to segment pieces of that process are not going to be con-
ducive to delivering a full program to an individual. In other words,
as many of the witnesses up here today have said, we need to con-
centrate on what the individual client needs. We need to have a di-
versity in service delivery while we still work to minimize the bar-
riers between the variety of programs that any one individual
might be able to access.

I would be glad to answer any questions you might have and
hope that I have given you some indication and some hope that the
programs that are operating out there really do work and that
there are any number of innovative ways that program providers
are able to establish delivery systems that really do meet the needs
of dislocated workers and the unemployed folks in the States.
Thank you.

Mr. PETERSON. Thank you, Ms. Dunn.
[The prepared statement of Ms. Dunn follows:l
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Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee, my name is Jean
Dunn. I am Executive Director of the MN Teamsters Service Bureau,
a human service agency providing assistance in a variety of areas
including family services, re-employment, and training to Teamsters
and other working people in the state of Minnesota . I am very
honored to have been invited here to address this subcommittee
regarding our work in employment and training. I come here today
representing not only the 50.000 Teamster members in the State of
Minnesota but also those working people who have suffered economic
dislocation due to job loss, and those who have not yet lost their
jobs but must every day face the uncertainty of a workplace in
transition, not knowing if they have the ability to survive the
enormous changes they see coming.

I have had the opportunity to review some of the testimony you
have already heard so I know that you are well aware of not only
the problems that exist in the delivery of re-employment programs,
but also many of the proposed solutions. Today I am pleased to
both tell you about the programs we operate, and share a somewhat
different perspective on what strategies might enhance the delivery
of these vitally important services.

TEAMSTERS - PEOPLE HELPING PEOPLE
430



94

EIRXEF HISTORY;

By the mid 1980s it had become apparent to the Teamster
leadership in Minnesota that many of the problems their members
were facing in their home and community lives were impacting their
well-being at the workplace. Since the bargaining agreement could
not adequately address all of those issues, the Teamster Locals of
Joint Council 32 reached into their resources and funded a program
that could provide professional, confidential assistance to their
members in need. The Minnesota Teamsters Service Bureau (MTSB) was
established in 1986 to respond to the human service needs of the
Teamster members and their families throughout the State of
Minnesota. When I was hired in February of 1986 to begin this
program, I was given one mandate--stay responsive to the needs of
the Teamster membership and their families.

We began that response by designing an information and
referral system based on case management and client advocacy. I

had one staff person and together we began responding to the
members needs in chemical dependency, counseling, financial
restructuring, housing, food, child care, pension, health
insurance, social security, retirement planning and on and on. We
helped people in desperation to identify their problems, prioritize
their needs, make a plan for resolution, and implement the plan.
It has been an effective system. The Service Bureau is about
empowerment and returning control of lives back to people who feel
out of control and victimized.

When our members began experiencing job losses due to trucking
deregulation, we implemented this same system of advocacy to assist
these dislocated workers. Our first step in Job Training
Partnership Act (JTPA) services began with a small sub-contract
from a locci Sub-State Area (SSA) to provide needs assessments for
support services available under Title III, Dislocated Worker
Services. That was in April of 1986. Since that time we have
taken more and more responsibility for providing these program
services. Today we are the largest provider of discretionary
dislocated worker services in the State of Minnesota. Our staff of
two has increased to 38 fulltime staff and 4 parttime contractors.
In 1953 we were operating 22 different plant specific dislocated
worker projects. Today we are serving workers from 15 different
dislocations.

We learned a lot doing the dislocated worker program. We saw
the devastation caused by job loss in the lives of our members and
their families. we saw strong, independent, self-sufficient people
traumatized by the concept of returning to a training facility in
order to learn marketable skills for re-employment. We saw people
go from $80,000 a year jobs to $20,000 a year jobs because they
needed to take any kind of job that could at least provide some
health care benefits for their families immediately. These clients
could not take the time they needed to re-train for more lucrative
jobs. We realized very soon that despite its inherent limitations
the dislocated worker programs were wonderful safety nets for some,
but not all. We felt there had to be some other, more pro-active
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steps we could take to prevent this dislocation devastation from
happening over and over again.

We found a more pro-active role in the U.S. Department of
Education's National Workplace Literacy' Demonstration Programs.
Grant dollars for these programs allowed us to work with members
who were still employed but who were at risk of dislocation because
of significant changes in their industry. Our presumption was that
this population would be more open to training and skill
development since they could receive the training at their work
site, while still drawing their pay check, and with curriculum that
was specifically designed for their workplace. To some degree that
was true. However, we also found a good deal of resistance to
learning. There was still the fear that this program was somehow
a ploy by management to find weaknesses in individual workers that
would result in termination. There was still a real fear of
failure and a real sense of inadequacy. We have been able to
address those fears and have had good results in these programs.
But, our experience in workplace literacy sent us back to the
planning table again. Wasn't there someway to get to workers
before they became workers...what if we tried working with high
school students...what if we started introducing the idea of life-
long learning to young people before they hit the job market...was
there a way for us to deliver "tools" to tomorrow's workforce that
would serve them well in any number of career changes?

Well, there was a way to do that. Together with the Minnesota
Business Partnership, Rockford School District, and the University
of Minnesota, the Teamsters petitioned the State Board of Education
for a charter high school that would have a vocational orientation
and that would include apprenticeship opportunities. We were
awarded the charter in January of 1993 and in March of 1994 we
enrolled our first 25 students in Skills for Tomorrow High School.
Our students are housed at St. Thomas University, downtown
Minneapolis campus. They are using an applied curriculum that
attempts to make learning relevant for their lives and their
futures.

This has been a natural progression for us. A long the way we
have also developed programs to provide non-traditional employment
for women, enhanced employment opportunities for minorities, and
most recently, a transition training demonstration project for our
members in the defense industry. The one factor most responsible
for our success in all of these areas has been our ability to
create public/private partnerships. These partnerships are forged
by a commitment to common goals among diverse groups. We have
always been able to find partners who share our concern for the
workers of today and tomorrow. Perhaps our total agendas don't
match, but through a concerted effort to focus on what we have in
common and minimize what interests we do not share, we have been
able to make a difference in the lives of many people.

Following are more detailed accounts of our efforts in all of
these employment and training areas including funding sources,
service delivery, partnerships, outcomes, and problems. Each of
these program areas could easily be a dissertation in itself. I

2



96

will strive to condense these recitals for purposes of this
testinony, but would welcome the chance to provide greater detail
about any one of these projects.

rhe final section of this testimony will be devoted to
recommendations for changes in federal job training laws and
regulations that would enhance the effectiveness of our operation.

DISLOCATED WORKER PROJECTS
I know you are aware of the goals of the dislocated worker

programs. We have provided services in all areas of the State of
Minnesota from Duluth to Fairmont, from Red Wing to Mashall. We
have served workers from upper management to beginning factory
workers. Industries have included transportation, health care,
telecommunications, warehouse, food processing, manufacturing,
education and many more. Addendum A lists the projects we have
delivered since 1986.

Funding: Our dislocated worker projects are funded primarily
by the Minnesota Dislocated Worker Fund. Some projects are funded
by U.S. Department of Labor funds that come through the State
Department of Economic Security both as formula allocations and
discretionary funds. In addition, we have contracts with several
local Service Delivery Areas (SDA) including Hennepin County, City
of Minneapolis, Dakota County, Southwest Area Private Industry
Council, and Stearns-Benton Service Delivery Area to provide
services in several of their plant specific projects.

Over the course of the years that we have been providing these
services we have also received funding from several companies that
have laid off workers. Some of the larger funding in this category
has been $50,000 from Quebecor Printing, $50,000 from P.A. Bergner,
approximately $60,000 from the University of Minnesota, and well
over $1,000,000 from Procter and Gamble who is currently providing
up to $5,000 in training for each of their 200 dislocated workers.

However, probably the most unique funding situation we have in
this arena comes from the Alliance. The Alliance is a joint labor
management effort provided for AT&T workers. This is a "bargained-
for" benefit between AT&T management and the Communications Workers
of America (CWA). We have been providing dislocated worker
services for these workers since 1988 when their restructuring
began. The Alliance contracts with us to provide additional
services for their at-risk workers. Since AT&T does not always
know who is ultimately going to be terminated, it is difficult to
provide pre-layoff services under EDWAA. The Alliance pays for
those services until workers are actually identified as being
targeted for dislocated. The Alliance also pays for some training
plans when project dollars are insufficient to cover the entire
training program. Over the course of the years, the Alliance has
probably provided several hundred thousand dollars in funding for
dislocated worker services.

Services: Addendum B is the menu of services we provide under
our dislocated worker projects. Some of the unique services we
provide include on site adult continuing education (ACE) classes
that assist our dislocated workers with remedial skills,

u
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preparation for returning to classroom activities, test taking
strategies and a variety of individualized instruction modules
designed around particular occupational goals. Our teaching staff
work one-on-one with participants in achieving levels of reading,
writing, and math skills that will ensure their success either in
future training or on the job. When we first began to offer this
service, area school districts supplied adult instructors free of
charge to our program. Several years ago the school districts'
budgets were reduced and these instructors were removed from all
community programs. We had seen the benefit of having teachers on
site to work in an environment comfortable for our participants, so
rather than sending our participants out to a variety of locations
for ACE, we hired our own instructors. This continues to be a very
popular activity and most of the time we have between 40 and 75
participants attending ACE classes weekly. We offer these classes
four half days a week.

Another unique service we have implemented is on-site computer
training. Early on in our involvement with these programs we
realized how important it was for our participants to have a

successful first experience returning to a learning environment.
Since most of the training we provide under dislocated worker
programs is accessed at the vocational/technical institutes, we
could not always ensure that success. Since it was also true that
virtually any occupation our participants could choose for new
employment would undoubtedly involve some level of computer
knowledge, we decided we could both provide that initial
introduction to computers and ensure a positive learning experience
by establishing on-site computer training. We contracted with a
local provider who established a 16 station computer lab in the
Service Bureau. A self-paced learning L'ystem that included both
instruction and unlimited, supervised lab time was instituted.
Classes are offered in the mornings and evenings and open lab time
is available in the afternoons seven days a week. This non-
threatening, "user-friendly" learning environment has been a huge
success for our participants and has often been the "jumping-off"
place for those participants reluctant to go into the traditional
classroom learning environment.

Our Job Development staff is also somewhat unique in their
services. We sponsor two Job Fairs a year that bring employers
together with our participants for initial interviews and

information exchanges. Our most recent Job Fair was in June 22,
1994, and included some 34 employers who set up information tables,
handed out applications, conducted mini-interviews, and provided
important experience to our participants as they learn how to
present themselves to potential employers. We are also one of the
few dislocated worker programs in the state of Minnesota that
provide On-the-Job-Training (OJT) opportunities for our

participants. Our Job Development staff has designed an OJT
contract that the Minnesota Department of Economic Security has
adopted as a model. Many service providers are reluctant to handle
OJTs because they require a great deal of oversight and staff
involvement. For our participants, however, these OJT contracts
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have often provided the only real opportunity they have to be
trained. These are the participants whose family obligations are
such that they cannot afford to take the time to attend vocational
training even if the project is paying for tuition and related
costs.

Another specialized aspect of our dislocated worker projects
is our Immigrant Employment Program (IEP) . When Honeywell, one of
Minnesota's largest employers, began laying off workers we became
aware of the large number of Asian dislocated workers who were in
need of specialized services. We went to the Minnesota Council on
Asian and Pacific Islanders and formed a partnership with them that
has enabled us to hire bi-lingual, bi-cultural staff who work
exclusively with our Asian dislocated workers. The Council, as its
part of the partnership, has assisted us in locating dislocated
Asian workers, building a trust level in the Asian community that
encourages participation in our program, and assisted us with staff
wide cultural diversity training.

When we took on a dislocated worker project at a local meat
packing plant that had an entirely Hispanic workforce, we hired bi-
lingual staff to provide the same level of services to this group.
The Hispanic project was not as successful as the Asian project for
a variety of reasons. Foremost, the Hispanic population was much
more transitory. There was also a more pronounced skepticism from
potential program participants that even the Hispanic social
services network we worked with could not dissipate.

Partnerships: Many have already been alluded to in the
foregoing discussion. In addition to the Alliance, the Council on
Asian and Pacific Islanders, and various SDAs, we also have a
partnership with a group called the Employers Association (EA) . EA
represents 1,350 employers in Minnesota and has just begun its
efforts to provide dislocated worker services to its member
companies. We have agreed to provide services to any employees of
their member companies that do not fit EA's service population as
they have defined it for themselves. Essentially, they plan to
work exclusively with mid and upper management employees. They
would send all others from affected companies to us. We expect tc
jointly offer services in plant closings and major layoffs.

Of course, a major partner for us in the dislocated worker
area are the local Technical Colleges. St. Paul Technical College
provides our on-site computer training. Northeast Metro Technical
College does much of our customized training work but we have also
done customized training with Hennepin Technical and Dakota
Technical Colleges. Other training partners have included Project
Blueprint, a division of WomenVenture which provides non-
traditional training for women. Project Blueprint has been a
partner with us in many endeavors, as I will discuss later.

Outcomes: We have served 4,623 dislocated workers from 57
companies since 1986. Initially our placement rates were about 92%
(we even had a couple of early projects with 100% placement) of all
enrolled participants. Wages averaged $15.00 an hour back then.
Currently we are serving 1,490 dislocated workers and placing
approximately 80% in jobs that average $10.74 per hour. Addendum
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C list the types of placements our dislocated workers are getting.
The drop in performance has nothing to do with the quality of the
participants or the quality or applicability of the services we
provide. It is simply that jobs are much harder to get now. We
seem to be getting participants with less transferable skills which
mean they must attend training longer and sometimes projects end

before their training and placement is complete. In these

instances, we still assist the participants with placement
services, but the project results do not reflect those placements.

Problems. You have heard many of the problems already. There
is not enough money, projects are not long enough to provide
adequate training and placement services, more money needs to be

directed to support services or needs based payments so
participants can really go to training, health care needs must be
addressed so families of dislocated workers do not have to gamble

with their health. Those are the most common problems, but there

are others. For instance, 1) workers comp clients: what can we do

so that people who are on workers compensation when their plant
closes or suffers a major layoff can still receive services under
EDWAA? Currently, we cannot serve them because it is expected that

if they need re-training, the workers comp insurer should be paying

for it. 2) Trade Adjustment Assistance: when participants are
eligible for Trade Adjustment Assistance (TAA) the dislocated
worker project is expected to pick up the support services costs

but not the training costs. Though that sounds like a rational
thing, the reality is that a dislocated worker project can only
spend 25% of its budget on support services. If everyone in the

project is receiving training from TAA, the dislocated worker
project budget (which must spend 50% of its funds on training) ends

up getting reduced, therefore, fewer support service dollars are

available. 3) Unemployment insurance regulations: when a

dislocated worker project participant is in training he or she can
still collect unemployment as long as training is in process. When

summer comes and the vocational schools close that participant is
expected to be actively seeking work even though he or she will not

be available to work when school starts again in the fall. Interim

employment is part of the solution, but it doesn't work for

everyone. If a participant decides to take related training during

the summer, questions are invariably raised regarding the

legitimacy of such training and participants are accused of going

to the training simply to avoid looking for work. 4) Placement

restrictions: currently we are not allowed to count placements of
participants who return to work for their former employer even if

they are hired new with no seniority and in completely different

jobs. Program providers cannot keep participants from being hired

by their former employers once they have received new skills that

the employer is hiring; nor can we refuse to provide specific
training for some participants because we think they might go back

to their former employer. 5) Underlying problem: we need to make

all the re-employment programs work together--see recommendations

at end of testimony.
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WORKPLACE LITERACY
Funding: The U.S. Department of Education (DOE) has provided

us with funding for three demonstration grants, one in the
transportation industry, one in the hospital industry and one in
the telecommunications industry. In addition, the Alliance (the
AT&T and CWA training fund) has provided funding to deliver
training that DOE would not cover in the grant currently operating
in the telecommunications industry. We are now in negotiation with
the Alliance to further expand the demonstration and provide this
program to their work units in Chicago, up-State New York, and
perhaps elsewhere through Alliance funding. This is certainly the
best kind of outcome from a publicly funded demonstration project--
continuation of services beyond grant funding.

Services: Addendum D illustrates the curriculum developed
under the workplace literacy projects. These projects do have a
relatively long start-up period. Task analysis must be done,
workers must be interviewed to determine needs, input must be
gathered from management and curriculum must be designed, reviewed,
modified, tested and finalized. In the strictest sense of the
word, services do not begin until the curriculum is actually tested
and delivered in a training setting. However, the involvement of
the workforce is necessary from the very beginning as they provide
input to the development of the project. In that regard, services
are being delivered from day one as workers learn to communicate in
group settings and with individuals, learn how to work in
committees and focus groups, and come to see their value as part of
the over all structure of their work environment. All curriculum
is designed for the specific workforce. Copies of all the
curriculum identified in Addendum D are available from the Service
Bureau.

Outcomes: It is a little more difficult to quantify outcomes
in these projects since people are not changing jobs or necessarily
being promoted as a direct result of these services. Evaluations
do show that we have trained 260 people in the transportation
industry who successfully achieved their commercial drivers
license; 402 people in the hospital industry who now know how to
mix chemicals safely and feel more comfortable in knowing how their
job fits into the overall goals of the hospital; and, as of June
1994, 439 people in the telecommunications industry (this number is
expected increase before the project ends) who are now better able
to deal with their expanded job descriptions.

Problems: The U.S. Department of Education has been very
responsive to the concerns raised by program providers. Much has
changed since our first project and I suspect will continue to
change. Still we have some problems in defining just what
workplace literacy is and is not. The line the Department wants to
draw between workplace literacy and skills training is very blurry
and, actually moves quite frequently. For instance, in the
telecommunications grant, DOE told us we could not provide any kind
of computer literacy so the Alliance paid for the development and
delivery of that training. However, in both previous grants, DOE
had agreed that knowledge of computer functions were appropriate
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workplace literacy needs.
Other problems we have addressed with DOE concern the need

for adequate time to design curriculum specific to the needs of the

population to be served. The Department would like to see classes
delivered within the first three months. It takes approximately
six months to do task analysis, design curriculum, refine the
curriculum and begin to deliver the training. Once this is

accomplished, training can be delivered very quickly, but the
start-up activities are a vitally important component and must not

be condensed. This is the time in the project that all the stake
holders develop ownership and commitment. Without that ownership

the project has little hope of success.

DEFENSE CONVERSION
Funding. provided by U.S. Department of Labor through a joint

effort with U.S. Departments of Defense, Education, and Human

Services. Matching funds are provided primarily by the employer

who pays for all tuition costs, and pays for time workers spend in

training.
Services: this is somewhat a hybrid between dislocated

workers and workplace literacy. This demonstration project allows

us to provide skill training to at-risk workers at Alliant

TechSystems, a defense contractor. Alliant's assemblers are at
risk of losing their jobs due to defense contract cut-backs.
Alliant, however, needs more machinists to do both the remaining
defense contracts and any new manufacturing contracts they can

bring in. This project allows us to train the assemblers to be

machinists. Again, curriculum is custom designed for this

workplace. Some of the training takes place at the work site, some

of it takes place at the technical college. Peer tutors and job

sharing have become an important function of this project as we try

to find innovative ways to deliver training while not significantly

impeding the production Alliant Tech needs to maintain. Adult

continuing education is an important function of this grant as we
provide remediation in reading, math and writing to prepare the

participants for the machinists' training.

Partnershios: This partnership is particularly strong. St.

Paul Technical College is providing the training, the employer and

the union form the steering committee and workers are involved in

every aspect of the development of the project.

Out omes. The project is really too new to have documented

outcomes yet. Our goal is to upgrade 209 assemblers and existing

machinists to meet the new machinists' requirements at Alliant.

Problems: there have been significant problems in getting

this project started. All of them have had to do with labor and

management disagreements about how to identify workers to be

trained, when to rain them, and where. We are now past those
issues but they were very difficult to overcome. Without the level

of commitment that we have had from both the employer and the union

to make sure this project succeeds, it would most certainly have
been abandoned long ago and the money returned. Sensitivity about
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these important start-up decisions must be heightened for future
success. Funding agencies need to realize that these programs have
drastic impact in the workplace and all stake holders need time to
plan for and adjust to the implementation of these programs. In
the case of Alliant TechSystems, a complete re-organizatioa of the
workforce was necessary in order to meet everyone's comfort needs
before training could begin. That was a time consuming,
frustrating process, but again, if we had tried to rush through
this phase we would not have had any chance to succeed with this
project's outcomes.

SKILLS FOR TOMORROW HIGH SCHOOL (STHS)
Addendum E includes an abstract of the STHS program. Students

are recruited from local area high schools and are also self-
referred. The curriculum is divided into four phases that include
basic requirements for graduation but are also structured to
facilitate movement into vocational careers. Phase One is geared
to team building, assessment activities and discovering the
environment. Phase Two includes service learning that requires the
students to perform a community project and includes an
international leadership training opportunity. Phase Three moves
the students into more business and industry settings, and Phase
Four is the transition period as students prepare to graduate and
begin careers, further training or extended apprenticeships.

Funding: in Minnesota education funding follows the student,
so much of our funding comes from the State. However, we also have
a grant from the McKnight Foundation, a grant from the State
Vocational Education Board, and both the Teamsters and the MN
Business Partnership have made financial contributions. There have
been other in-kind donations such as administrative assistance from
the partners' organizations, a reduction in rent from St. Thomas
University, and furnishings donated from Alliant TechSystems.

Services: this is a public high school that will meet all the
State of Minnesota's requirements for high school graduation. As
previously mentioned, STHS uses an applied curriculum that
emphasizes leadership and team building. Students are taught
language arts, social studies, math, and science. They have a
wellness program that takes them to the YMCA, to the martial arts
studio, and to wilderness experiences. Right now we have 17
students in Phase I. In August we will be enrolling 25 new
students. This summer Phase I students all had paid employment
arranged by the school and spent eleven days at an international
leadership training program that the school paid for. As students
pass through the Phases they will be increasingly more involved in
the work community. It is expected that all students will have
paid internships during their time at STHS.

Partnerships: partnerships are perhaps more important in this
project than in any other. The unique partnership of the Teamsters
and the MN Business Partnership is probably what will make this
school successful. The Business Partnership has had a strong
involvement with education initiatives under the direction of Tom

9

lOG

a



103

Triplett. That expertise coupled with the access to apprenticeship
opportunities that they represent are important components to the

school. The Teamsters involvement provides a link to organized
labor and can address those concerns as they arise. In addition to

the other founding partners (Rockford School District and the
University of MN) our advisory council consists of representatives
from both Minneapolis and St. Paul school districts, the State
Board of Education, the minority communities, technical colleges,
both Mayors offices and City Councils, the Building Trades, and a

variety of others.
Outcomes. again, this project is too new to have many

outcomes at this time. We have heard from parents that they have
seen significant change in their student's attitudes and behavior
since coming to STHS. The students will have to demonstrate
competencies and are already building portfolios that will

chronicle their passage through STHS. These will be very telling

outcomes.
Problems: problems have come and gone during this start up

phase. There was certainly resistance to the entire charter school-
concept by the traditional education community, but that has
subsided as they have participated with us in STHS's creation.
Other logistical problems have been resolved (e.g., transportation,
location, lunches, school rules etc.) Again, some laws and
regulations related to charter schools have been problematic. For
instance, a law that says a charter school cannot do fund raising

past its start-up phase could significantly curtail our ability to
provide all the programming we want to. Since we are so small, the
state funding simply does not stretch far enough to provide all of
the things larger schools take for granted and we need the ability
to fund raise in order to ensure that our students receive the full
realm of opportunities afforded to all high school students.

OTEER EMPLOYMENT/WORKPLACE PROJECTS
The Service Bureau has been involved in a number of special

projects to provide both non-traditional training and employment
options for women, and to assist particular work groups with issues

of abuse in the workplace. In partnership with Project Blueprint,
a division of WomenVenture, we have trained a number of University

of Minnesota female employees in occupations that had been
predominately male, and that were potentially higher paying jobs

than the housekeeping positions the women were holding. We
implemented this same strategy at the Minneapolis convention Center
and further diversified that work group. The result of that
diversification was some real tension and unrest. We began to
address that through an abuse and neglect program that used focus

groups and worker input to facilitate change.
Funding: funding for these kinds of programs has come

exclusively from the employer and the union. In the case of the
abuse and neglect project, a major portion of funding was received
from the health care provider since it was perceived that this
project could reduce the level of requests for payment of mental
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health services.
Servlces: training and behavior modification techniques as

identified in Addendum F.
Outcomes: both projects resulted in new employment

opportunities for women. The University of Minnesota project was
somewhat .less successful because as soon as the women finished
training, the University began laying off many of their mechanics
and electricians--positions the women had been trained for. At the
Convention Center the project is an ongoing pz)cess and early
results have indicated a significantly increasea capacity for
communication among workers and supervisors as well as increased
respect for each other and the roles they play.

Problems: as with any new idea, getting all stake holders to
share the vision was difficult. It remains difficult to get top
level "buy-in" for the Convention Center project from the City
Council. Council members continue to be abusive to their staff and
department heads and that trickles down to all levels. We continue
to work to raise the level of awareness at all levels of city
government.

RECOMMENDATIONS
If there is one thing I can tell you that needs to happen in

order for programming like our to succeed, it is that partnerships
must be forged. This means not only must publicly funded programs
begin to merge their goals so that people who are served by these
programs can put together a comprehensive plan for their future
without tripping over excess regulations; but also that public
sector funding agencies need to keep their funding channels open to
private, non-profit agencies that can play an important role in
service delivery.

You have heard from a number of sources that employment and
training programs need to be consolidated into "one-stop shops" or
"no-wrong door" agencies. Please, do not confuse that very
legitimate recommendation with the elimination of public/private
partnerships. If all dislocated worker services were to be
consolidated under some government only aaency, you will destroy
the impetus of business and labor to combine resources and enhance
service delivery.

We have discovered time and again in our projects that all
stake holders need to have ownership in order for goals to be
achieved. We believe we have carved out an important role for
labor to play in the arena of employment and training. We believe
we have brought business and industry into our projects in a
meaningful way. Certainly many people look at the Teamsters
Service Bureau as a strange "bedfellow" in many of the partnerships
we have forged, but no one can argue with the success we have
experienced in making positive change in the lives of the people we
serve. Please do not cut us out of this role.

You have all sorts of experts who can tell you how the rules
and regulations among the various employment and training programs
need to be changed to facilitate service delivery. What I can tell

11
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you is that the arena of employment and training needs as

diversified as service delivery system as it can get. People need

to be able to access services where they are comfortable, not where

it is convenient for government to deliver them. Yes, definitely,

we have duplication that can be minimized; yes, we have regulations

that need to be changed to allow individuals to utilize the full

scope of service.' available; but no, we do not need to sacrifice

long term success for individuals to short-term efficiencies that

do noc serve the public good.
Thank you again for this opportunity. I wish to congratulate

Chairman Peterson and all the committee members for your commitment

to studying these very serious problems. The people of this

country are very fortunate to have such caliber of elected

representatives trouble shooting for them.

I would be glad to answer any questions you may have for me.

12
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ADDENDUM A

7/29/94

ORDER PROJECT NAME BED:WEND DATES ENDED

Standard Report

GRANT S

Page

1 MCLEAN TRUCKING ENDED 50.110 00
2 MURPHY.0 W TRANSPORT ENDED

I MID AMERICA DAIRY ENDED 35.440 00
4 CON.AGRA FAIRMC ENDED 260.300 00
5 CONTINENTAL BAKING ENDED 443.740 00

6.
6 ASLESEN ENDED 110.000.00
7 SWIFT ECERICE ENDED 275.000 00
6 AM FREIGHT-OUR OWN HDEE-1 ENDED

IDEAL SECURITY ENDED 260.000.00
10 BERGNER PA ENDED 164.400 00
11 CROWN AUTO-HOME BRAND FOO ENDED

12 COUNTRY LAXE MODS ENDED 5.000 00
11 ANR TRUCKING-SALKIN & LIN ENDED

14 ATAEMIMNEAPOLIS 06/01/90.12/31/12 ENDED 512.705 00
15 UNITED HARDWARE 01/04/91.060102 ENDED 232.871.00
16 SUPER YALU BAXERY 04/01/91-09/30/92 ENDED 179.299 00
17 HONEYWILL/ALLIANT TECH O8/01/90-12/31/92 ENDED 1.021.181.00
11 METROPOLITAN MT SINAI 0S/01/91.12/31/91 ENDED 194.600.00

19 HOMEBRAND FOODS OS/01/91.01/31/93 ENDED 121.460 00

20 LULL MANUFACTURING 08/01/91 01/11/93 ENDED 412.600 00

21 JONES/GROSS/MIDWEST 01/01/91.08/11/93 ENDED 110,130 00
22 OUR OWN HARDWARE-2 11/01/11.09/30193 ENDED 86.600 00

21 DABOTA ..MUNTY FORLNLA

24 UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA

25 QUEBECOR-FEDERAL 01/02192.06/30/13 ENDED 144.831.00
24 QUEBECOWSTATE 08/01/92.07/31/93 ENDED 200.000.00

27 SPENCER 02101/11.01/11/13 ENDED 245,0411 00

211 BEST PRODUCTS 04/01/12.01/30/93 ENDED 179,464.00
21 ALLIANT TECH START.UP 01/25/93-06/30/91 ENDED 60.000 00
10 ALL1ANT TECH DEFENSE 01/01/92-12/11193 ENDED 215.224 00

11 ALLIANT TECH DEFENSE Il 06/26/93-1001/94 1,574,260 00

12 ALLIANT TECH STATE 11/19/91-04/10/94 94.611 on

31 GOLDEN VALLEY MEDICAL 07/01/92-03/3104 ENDED 500 000 00
34 HENNEPIN COUNTY FEDERAL 07/01/92.06/30/93 ENDED 72.690 00

IS HENNEPIN 2:1UNTY STATE 09/21/92-01/30/11 ENDED 62,156 10

16 KETALCOTE DREASE AND OIL 07/01/92.12/11/13 ENDED 204,829 00

17 PINE VALLEY MEAT 09/25192.011111/13 ENDED 115.000 00

IS PICTSWEET 12/01/12.06/10/94 ENDED 12.119 00

39 A T 6 T ST CLOUD 11/01/92.10/3104 111.101 00

40 STATE UNIVERSITY SYSTEM 06/01/92.0600/11

41 MULTI-UNION PROJECT 04/01/91.03/31/95 500,200 00

42 HONEYWELL 00/29/91.09/24/93 ENDED 30,700 00

43 HONEYWELL 91 07/01/13.060005 1.609.800 00

44 DAHLBERG INC.E 10/11/91.01/11/94 ENDED 20,000 00

45 DAHLBERG INC 12/01/11.11/10/95 200.825 00

BEST COPY AVAILABLE
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7/21194

ORDER PROJECT NAME SEG:N/END CATES ENDED

SO4ndard geport P429 .

GRANT $

46 laSNINGTON SCIENTIFIC-0 0,109/93-12/08/93 ENDED 15 300 00

40 WASN:NGTON SCIENT1F0C 11100191-10/31/15
272.000 00

41 FISHER NUT CO-S

49 SEAGATE TECN 01/06/14-04/06;94 ENDED 25.000 00

SO PC HAYES CO-E 11/29/91-02127:94 ENDED 15.000 00

SI PISIM NUT CO 02/01194-02129195
591.706 00

52 SE.AGATE TEDIENCIOGY 01/01/94-02/28/95
172.242.00

SO ATSTMULTI -GUEST 01/17194.06/15/94
20.000 CO

54 NEALTHEAST.0 0114/94.06/11/94 ENDED 10.000 00

55 HIALTHEAST 05/01/14-04/10/95
600.000 00

57 MCRXER ADJUSTMENT PROJECT 07/01/94.06/30/96
050.002 00
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I/29/94 Standard Report

PROJECT NAME ORDER BEGIN/END DATES

ATATMULTI.00EST.2
DAKOTA SS A OLDER

DEFENSE CONVERSION ACT

DIAMOND TOOL

ERAG/NON-FINANCIAL

04/01/94.05/71/IS

071/01/9]-07/71/34

12/17/11.05/16/15

07/01/14.06/70/9,

Paye
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ADDENDUM B

DISLOCATED WORICER PROJECT

TEAMSTERS SERVICE BUREAU
3014 University Avenue S.E.

Minneapolis, MN 55414
(612) 331-2637

Services offered under the Dislocated Worker Project include:

ORIENTATION.

At or nmr the time of lay-off, Service Bureau staff members will provide meetings to acquaint
dislocated workers with the spectrum of services available to them through the Dislocated Worker
Project as weU as other community resources. When possible, a representative from Unemployment
Insurance is at this meeting to provide information on UI and requirements. Participants can ask any

questions they have about the program, and they can begin the paperwork needed to enroll.

CAREER MA, kil I

As part of the enrollment process, dislocated workcrs will attend one of the on-going Career Planning
Workshops. These workshops arc designed to assess career aptitudes, interests, and skills; and
participants will receive individual assistance with employability development planning. Each

participant will bc working with a vocational counselor on a one-to-one basis throughout the entire
program for help with career research, training authorizations, and job search assistance.

FH
The purpose of SEARCH is to provide personal career exploration assistance for those who are unsure
of their career goals or need help in finding information. Participants bring their questions or problems
to vocational counselors who arc available to work with them and suggest ways to find the answers.

SEARCH is held every Friday morning from 8:00 AM to 1:00 PM at the Service Bureau.
Appointments are not necessary.

JQB SFFKING.SKILLS WORKSHOn

The key to finding a good job is understanding the job search methods that work in today's economy.
lob Seeking Skills Workshops are provided on how to target job goals, complete applications, prepare
resumes and cover letters, usc the telephone, and handle job interviews. Emphasis in placed on how

to generate job leads through networking and information interviews. Participants can receive individual

help with resume preparation.

ADULT CONTINUING FDUCATIO

Individualized instruction is provided by our continuing education instructor Monday - Thursday
afternoons at the Service Bureau. Participants can learn or improve reading, writing and math skills;
improve study skills in preparation for a training program; or complete high school by preparing for
and earning a GED.
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VOCATIONAL TR AWING

The Dislccated Worker Project can pay for tuition, books, and supplies for an approved training course.
Participants who need vocational training can develop training plans with their vocational counselar.
Counselors help assess the need for training, assist in researching school programs and training options,
and inform participants of the financial aid resources available if the training program extends beyond
the project deadline.

CU.S.I.OMIZELLTRAININg

The program can sponsor vocational training specially designed to meet the specific needs of a group
of dislocated workers. Such training is usually shorter in length and focuses on just those skills needed
to enhance the participant's employability. Tuition, bcoks, and supplies for this training are paid by
the Dislocated Worker Project.

COMPUTER TRAIN1NQ

The Teamsters Senice Bureau has an on-site computer lab and offers classes to participants. This
training ranges from an introduction to computers to classes in DOS, WordPerfect, Lotus, Paradox and
Windows. The classes are designed for people who have little or no computer experience, and they
provide hands-on experience and individual assistance.

The Dislocated Worker Project can reimburse employers for part of the participant's wages during a
designated training period for a regular, full-time job. Job searchers can give potential employers a
letter that explains this on-the-job training feature, which then can be contracted only through a
vocational counselor.

JOILCLUB

Job Club is an informational and support network for all participants actively searching for employment.
It meets every Thursday afternoon at the Service Bureau and includes information on topics related to
the job search, guest speakers, interview practice, motivation, and a chance to share information and
relate to others who are looking for work. Job Club is facilitated by the vocational counselors and all
clients are encouraged to participate.

SUPPORT SERVICES

The Service Bureau provides information and referrals for personal, family, and financial problems as
well as some payments for daycare and mileage expenses associated with participation in program
activities.

CLINICAL SOCIAL WORKER VISITS

Individual or family appointments can be made with our consulting clinical social worker to help solve
personal problems, talk about emotional issues, or in general deal with the concerns relating to job loss.

. Appointments can be made through a vocational counselor.

11 /4
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ACE
ADULT CONTINUING EDUCATION / SKILLS BRUSH UP

Brush up on your skills in a stress free setting. You set your own pace and work on materials

that suit your needs and wants. No appointment is necessary. Here is just a sampling of what

is offered:

Math ---

You can learn or review essential skills - fractions, decimals, and percents - or start right

off with algebra and geometry. Find strategies for solving problems for the real worlds

of home, work, and school.

Writing --

Master your grammar, punctuation, spelling, and sentence structure while writing
effective letters, memos, and reports; or discover your creative side through keeping a

journal.

Study Skills ---

Learn to read textbooks, take notes, understand vocabulary and prepare for employment

and academic testing.

GED Preparation

If you did not finish high school, take time now to prepare for the GED, a high school

equivalency certificate.

The Place: Teamsters Service Bureau
3014 University Avenue S.E.
Minneapolis, MN 55414 Phone: 331-2637

The Time: Monday, Tuesday, Wednesday & Thursday
1:00 - 3:30 P.M.
Instructor: Rosemary

PLEASE NOTE THAT ACE WILL NOT BE HELD ON FRIDAY AFTERNOONS.

If you have any questions, call Rosemary at 331-2637.

1i5
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There May be No Tomorrow for a Worker

Without These Basic Skills

1. Learning to learn Know how to learn effectively, no maner when or what the learning
situation.

2. Reading Improve reading comprehension; most workers spend up to two hours each
day reading forms, charts, graphs, manuals and computer screens, experts
estimate

3. Writing Practice writing. Writing is often the primary means of communicating
policies, procedures and concepts; the initial contact with newcomers or
machines, and the first step in teaching new ideas.

4. Computing Strengthen math skills, needed when working with inventories, reports and
measurements.

S. Listening .Pay attention to the chief concerns of customers, suppliers and co-workers.
You need to know how to listen for content, which includes understanding
context, emotional meanings and specific directions.

6. Speaking Respond appropriately to concerns of customers, suppliers and co-workers,
with appropriate voice inflections and body language.

7. Solving problems Think on your feet. This includes recognizing and defining problems
inventing and implementing solutions, and tracking and evaluating results.

8. Thinking creatively Come up with innovative solutions. Escape from sequential thought
patterns and find connections between seemingly unrelated ideas.

9. Setting goals and staying motivated Know how to get things dor.e. This includes estab-
lishing and achieving objectives and recognizing successes along the way.

10. Cultivating Self-esteem Take pride and believe in your potential. Key elements
include recognizing current skills; being aware of yom impact on others;
knowing how to Lope with stress, change and criticism, and understanding
how to get beyond self-imposed limits.

11. Fostering interpersonal relations Get along with customers, suppliers and co-workers.
Know how to judge and balance appropriate behavior, cope with undesir-
able behavior, absorb stress and deal with ambiguity.

1.2. Developing personal and career skills Know what's needed to perform well in the
workplace.

13. Promoting teamwork Work with others to achieve a goal. Team members need to under-
stand various personalities and group dynamics.

14. Negotiating Know how to build consensus through give and take, how to separate per-
sonalities from the problem, how to focus on interests, not positions; how
to invent opdons for mutual gain, and how to insist on objective criteria.

15. Understanding your organization Know where your company or organization is headed
and how you can contribute. This requires an understanding of the com-
pany's culture, its goals, values, and traditional modes of operation.

16. Leadership Assume responsibility and learn how to motivate co-workers when necessary.

-Economic Development Croup, Des Moines Area Community College
1989



ADDENDUM C

7/11/14

PLACED EmpLOVER

12/12/91

3/01/12

6/15/92

11/01/12

12/14/92

12/21/92

1/05/91

1/0//11

1/10/93

2/01/11

2/0s/93

2/15/91

3/22/91

3/31/91

5/03/91

5/24/91

7/01/93

7/15/93

7/27/93

7/29/93

9/06/93

1/09/93

8/16/9)
6/14/93

6/14/11

6/21/93

6/25/13

9/01/93

9/01/18

9/01/13

1/01/93

9/01/13

1/07/13

9/13/93

1/14/93

9/21/83

9/22/13

9/25/13

9/27/91
1/27/11

9/30/93

10/11/91

10/11/93

LAYOFF 1/22/94

LAYOFF 2/1/94

U-M NEST DAN%

FAXMER.S INSURANCE GROUP

MAY PRINTING

BANKERS SYSTEMS

pRIKEVEST FINANCIAL SERV

PRIM-VEST FINANCIAL SERV

TUE LITURGICAL PRESS

SANOFI DIAGNOSTICS PASTEL

ST BIUEEDICTS CENTER

US CELULAR

NALL BYERS HANSON LAN FIR

VA MEDICAL METER

PINGERHUT

DEKURIK

MAY PRINTING

WILD RIvER ELEcralc

LIBERTY CHECK

FEDERAL CARTRIDGE 0:44PANY

STEARNS COUNTY

FLATLET TECHNICAL

BANKERS SYSTRAIS

AT&T

MAY PRINTING

OpTICAL SENSORS

SUPERPOWER

KV JOB SERVICE

BERNICXS PEPSI

BALDINGER BAKER

CARDIAC PACEMAKER

SCHOOL DISTRICT 742

SEARS MORTGAGE CORP

CARE CALL INc

STATE FARM INSURANCE CO

OPTICAL SENSORS

vA KEDICAL cENTER

US PoSTAL SERVICE

CYPRESS SEMI CONDUCTORS

ACHUTVERCENT RENABILITATIO

PLASTIC PRODUCTS

BOB BEHRENDT REALTY

pUERIMER MULTIFOODS INC

TIRES PLUS

113

.c ..... _

JOB TITLE

CNKNOHN

CUSTODIAN

INSURANCE AGENT

CUSTOMER SERVICE

SOFTHARE IRNR

DIVIDENDS CLERK

CUSTOMER REP

CIJST SERVICE

PRODUCTION

RECEPTIONIST

BILLING CLERK

LEGAL SECRETARY

MEDICAL CLERIC

CLISTO4 SERVICE

ACCOUNTS PAYABLE

CUSTOKER SERVICE

ELECTRICIAN APPR1NTE

BINDERY SPECIAL

PRIFIER INSERT

CHILD SUPPORT

PAYROLL CLERK

SECRETARY

SENIOR CLERK

cUSTOKER SERVICE

ASSEMBLER

NANUFACTURINGTECTI

CLERK TYPIST 2

TELESALES REP

MACE= REPAIR

ASSEMBLER

ASSESSMENT TECH

LOAN OFFICER

mANAGEPEENT COORDIHAT

OFFICE ADMINISTRATOR

ASSEMBLER

FOOD SERVICE WORKER

CLERK/MAIL SORTER

ASSEmBLY

PHYSICAL THER ASST

DATA ENTRY

REALTOR

TELESALES REV

MECHANIC

Standard Report

BEST COPY AVAILABLE
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PLACID EMPLOYER 3O8 TITLE

10/26/t3

10/21I/93

11/01/93

It/01/93

11/02/93

11/02/91

11/02/93

11/02/43

11/03/93

11/04/93

11/10/93

11/14/93

11/15/93

11/15/91

11/15/93

11/17/93

11/24/93

11/29/93

11/24/93

12/01/v)

12/01/93

12/06/93

12/13/93

12/15/93

12/20/91

12/20/93

12/22193

12/22/91

1/01/94

1/02/94

I/03/94

1/03/94

1/03/94

1/73/94

1/03/94

1/03/94

1/03/94

1/04/94

1/04/44

1/10/94

1/10/44

1/10/94

1/10/94

1/11/94

1/12/94

1/15/94

ASSOCIATED WOOD PRODUCTS

STREAM FEEDER

ECUMATER SYSTEN

ION ELECTRONICS

ADVANCE CIRCUITS

COHMUNICRTION ENGINEERING

RUPP INDUSTRIES

ST CLOUD EAR NOSE A THROA

ED TECHCONNECTING POINT

KCEICLER 4 P0*344 INC

ST BENEDICTS CENTER

HENNEPIN JUVENILE CORRECT

ADVANCE CIRCUITS

MINNESOTA ZOO

TORO CCHPANY

ADVANTEK INC

STELRES COUNTY

DANA HEM NEES CORP

SUPER VALU

BRITT. WATER SERVICE CO

MISSISSIPPI VIEW FARM

SUPERIOR ENGINEERING

BIG BROTHERS BIG SISTERS

MENTOR VROLZGY CORP

MALBRIDGE CORP MALL OF 424

HIGH TECH AUTO BODY

LCCIS INFORMATION SYSTEM

NORTHERN TECHNOLCOY CENTS

IvANS :N THE FARR

DELUXE CHECK PRINTERS INC

3H CM:POLITE

ABBOTT NORTHWESTERN HOSP

FROST PAINT & OIL CORR

Nw RwIDUET MIN HEALTH

RuPP INDUSTRIES

ST CIEHID HOSPITAL

ST PAUL PUBLIC MUWAN CTR

CAIRVIEw RIVERsIDE MEDICA

SELP-ENPLOYED

FLEX OCMPENSATION

GO MIDWEST SPORTS

SELY.EmPLOYED

STANDARD IRON CCMPANY

AVTEC FINISHING SYSTENs

CCM MACHINE INC

CARLSON CoMPAN:ES

114

CABINET mAXER

ASSENBLER

PRODUCTION

ASSENBLER

ASSEMBLER

INSTALLS NETWORK

PRODUCTION

KEDIcAL cLERK

CLERICAL

FLORIST

RECEPTIONIST

INVENTORY CLERK

FINAL PROCESS OPR

ADHISSIONS

MFG ENGINEER

MACHINE OPERATOR

FINANCIAL WORM

CNC MACHINE OPERATOR

SANITATION

EQUIPHENT INSTALLM

GEIERAL FARA4LAN0)

DIE DESIGNER

EXECUTIVE SECRETARY

ASSEMBLER

CLERICAL

AUTO MECHANIC

°ROUTER OPERATOR

ASSEMBLER

OWNER-PRESIDENT

CAFETERIA WORXER

TEST tearelaxm

NURSING ASSISTANT

ASSISTANT PAINTHAXER

RESERVATION CLERK

PRODUCTION

COLLECTION SPECIALIS

HEALTH ED ASSISTANT

NOUSKEEPING/KIT ASST

HORSE TENDER

PERSONNEL CLERR

GENERAL CLERK

CLEANING

ACCOUNT MANAGER

pRODUCTIJK *GREER

APPLICATION ENGINEER

MAIL RCCH OPERATOR

Standard Report
Page
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PLACED EMPLOYER

1/16/94

1/17/94

1/20/94

1/20/94

I/24/94

1/24/$4

1/2i/94

1/26/94

1/29/94

1/31/94

2/01/94

2/03/94

2/07/94

2/07/94

2/08/94

2/11/94

2/14/94

2/14/94

2/14/94

2/14/94

2/14/94

2/1E/94

2/17/94

2/17/94

2/21/94

2/21/94

2/21/94

2/22/94

2/22/94

2/22/94

2/24/94

2/26/94

2/28/94

2/28/94

2/28/94

2/21/94

3/01/94

3/01/94

1/01/94

3/03/94

3/07/94

3/01/94

3/08/94

3/08/94

3/09/94

3/09/94

DATA SCIENCES

KELLEMEYER OLEG SERVICES

HIGHLAND VILLAGE APTS

PERCEPTIVE ENGINEERING

ANERIDATA

BOB BEHRENDT REALTY

VOGTS FOOD MAFUCET

ADIA

INDUSTRIAL TOOL

TORO COMPANY

OFFICE MAX

CARLSON OR4PANIES INC

COMPUTER SYSTEM PRODUCTS

US DISTILLED PRODUCTS

ST CLOUD HOSPITAL

SERVICE MASTER

ouxurawe CD

QUALITONE INC

QUALITONE INC

SCIMED LIFE SYSTEM

ZERCOM °DECORATION

SELF-EMPLOYED RESTAURANT

QUALITY ASSURED LABEL

TENSION ENVELOPE

DAIG CORPORATION

EVEREST MEDICAL GROUP

/DENTIPICATION SERVICES

ADVANCE CIRCUITS

APOLLO PIPING SUPPLY CO

VETERANS ADMINISTRATION

BEMIS PACKAGING

LIFETOUCN NATL SCHOOL

CIRCUIT SCIENCE INC

COMPONENT ENGINEERING

GENESIS LABS INC

mACALASTER coLLEGE

ADVANCE CIRCUITS INC

METHODIST HOSPITAL

PROTEIN DESIGN LABS

D C SALES CO INC

MISSION FARHS NURSING NM

FINGERMM

RICHARD MANUFACTURING CO

TORO

WIESEN DANA CORP

MAY PRINTING

115

J00 TITLE

ASSEMBLER

JANITOR

MAINTENANCE

TCOL I DIE MAXER

INVENTORY comrAot

REALTOR

!TAT PREPARER

ELEC ASSEMBLY

DESIGN ENGINEER

MACHINE OPERATOR

CYST SER SLMERVISOR

SECRETARY

ASSEMBLER

MACHINE OPERATOR

BIRTH CENTER SUPPORT

OPERATING MANAGER

SHELL TECH

CASER HEARING AID

IAA TECN

ASSEMBLER

PUG MANAGER

COOK

RENINDER OPERATOR

MACHINE OPERATOR

MACHINE OPERATOR

RECEPTIONIST

MONOGRAPHER

ASSEMBLER

DRIVER

LPN

MACHINE OPERATOR

MAINTENANCE

ASSEMBLER

MACHINIST

MFG SPECIALIST

JANITOR

ASSEMBLER

TRANSCRIBER

MAINTENANCE

COST APPLICATIONS

NURSING ASSISTANT

CUSTOM= SERVICE

NEON ASSEMBLER

FORKLIFT OPERATOR

MACHINE OPERATOR

DATA ENTRY

Scanderd Report Pale 1



9/21/94

PLACID EMPLOYER JOB TITLE

3,14/94

3/14/94

3/14/34

3/14/94

3/14/94

311.5/16

3/16/94

3/17/94

3/1/1/94

3/21/94

3/21/94

1/21/94

1/21/94

3/22/94

3/22/94

3/22/94

3/24/94

3/27/94

3/27/44

3/21/94

3;26/94

4/01/94

4/01/94

4.04/$4

4/04/94

4/05/94

4/07/94

4/11/94

4:11/94

4/11/94

4/11/94

4/12/94

4/12/94

4/13/94

4/13/94

4/13/94

4/14/94

4/14/94

4/14/94

4/14/54

4/18/94

4/16/P4

4/19/14

4/20/94

4/20/94

4/21/54

CTECH SYSTEMS

EATON CORPORATION

HOLIDAY CIRCUITS INC

GUALITONE INC

RUPP INDUSTRIES

JOYHERS ELECTROPLATING

UA THEATRES

DELTA ENVIRONMENTAL

ADVANCED CIRCUITS

LEE STAMPING INC

KETACOM

MINNESOTA RUBBER COMPANY

VET ADM HOSPITAL

crs FABRI TECH

K SERVICES

G N METON4

GOLDEN EYE PRODUCTS INC

DANA CORPORATION

MINNESOTA RUBBER

JUNO TOOL PLASTIC

STATE OF MN DEPT AEMINIST

BEACHFRONT

JARS OLSON COMPANY

EATON CORPORATION

STAR TRIBUNE

EDEN sactrmNIcs

SCHIMED LIFE SYSTEM

ADVANCE FLEX

ARGOUSY ELECTRONIC

DANA CORPORATION

WILLIAMS STEEL B HEVE CO

HOLMBERG COMPANY

PRIKEVEST FINANCIAL

DANA CORPORATION

MINNESOTA RUBBER

MINNESOTA RUBBER COMPANY

MINNESOTA RUBBER COMPANY

OSMONICS INC
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ADDRUDIIM D

MN TRUCKING

WORKPLACE LITERACY PROJECT

A. Enrollees Trained 260

B. Courses Offered

1. Using Trucking Language

2. Writing for Trucking

3. Managing Paperwork

4. Your Commercial Drivers License

5. Calculator Math

6. Computers
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MN HOSPITAL INDUSTRY

WORKPLACE LITERACY PROJECT

A. Enrollees Trained 402

4 B. Courses Offered -

1. Working With Others

2. Writing That Works

3. Measuring For Success

4. Reading On The Job

5. Getting Computer Comfortable

6. Understanding Where You Work

1 3
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MN TELECOMMUNICATIONS INDUSTRY

WORKPLACE LITERACY PROJECT

A. Enrollees Trained - 439

B. Courses Offered

1. Connecting With Others

2. Coping With Stress

3. Relating to Customers

4. Managing Time

5. Writing With Results

1 2 4
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ADDENDUM

ABSTRACT
Skills for Tomorrow High School

Facilitating the School-to-Work Transition through Youth Apprenticeship Learning

Currently, 75% of the jobs in the United States do not require a four-year college

education. Most of these are good jobs, with career potential. Today, we assess the

effectiveness of our schools by the numbers of students who go on to college and university

programs. The fact remains, however, that approximately half of Minnesota's high school

graduates do not enroll in two-year or four-year colleges or university programs, and 50% of

those who do enroll fail to graduate from these institutions of higher education. Despite the

understanding that many of our high-school youth are not college bound, we continue to de-

emphasize the importance of a vocationally-oriented curriculum in preparing our youth for

tomorrow's workforce.

It is our belief that youth apprenticeship and other work-based learning alternatives can

effectively close the current gap between education and the workplace. Youth apprenticeship

aims to prepare young people for productive careersby integrating basic academic knowledge

with technical skills and acclimating students to appropriate work-site behavior. Youth

apprenticeship modifies the conventional assumptions about education by emphasizing a

learning by doing approach. Students take direct responsibility for their own education,

because their learning is performance-based. Employers, in turn, assume a more active role and

responsibility for the design of curricula and assisting students in the development of skills

needed in the workplace.

The Skills for Tomorrow High School is interested in securing funds from two special grant

programs offered through the Minnesota State Board of Technical Colleges. These include funds

available under the JTPA-Education Coordination Fund (8%) and the Community-Based

Organizations Funds. The purpose of submitting these applications is to request funds to

address the academic and vocational needs of economically disadvantaged secondary students

residing within the Twin Cities Metropolitan area. We firmly believe that the integration of

academic learning, coupled with youth apprenticeships and other work-based learning strategies,

will afford economically disadvantaged students the best possible opportunities to become

productive workers and community members. This will also contribute to improved graduation

rates, entry into postsecondary education, and improve Skills necessary for successful workforce

participation.

In conducting these special demonstration projects, the Skills for Tomorrow High School

will emphasize the following program design features:

(1) Creating partnerships with parents and families, businesses, industries, labor

organizations, postsecondary educational andtraining programs, and community-

based organizations to diversify learning settings, improve learning effectiveness,

and provide meaningful school-to-work and postsecondary education transition

planning.

(2) Guaranteeing a set of quantifiable learner outcomes, linked to the student's future

work and family needs.

(3) Assessing individual and student needs and setting learning expectations which

include both knowing and applying learning In work and real-life situations.
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(4) Emphasizing multiple ways to learn that are responsive to individual learning
styles and interests.

(5) Integrating high-level academic education and vocational education, work-based
learning, and youth apprenticeship practices for all students In the high school
curriculum.

(6) Operating as a learning community that emphasizes cooperative learning, team
Instruction, employer assistance, and active student engagement in learning.

The Skills for Tomorrow High School proposes to Incorporate these principles into the 1

development of a multi-faceted, comprehensive high school program, wtth extensive collaboration
and participation with the St. Paul Technical College, labor organizations (e.g., Minnesota
Teamsters Service Bureau), the Minnesota Business Partnership, indMdual businesses, the
College of Education at the University of Minnesota, and Twin Cities-based schools. The School
will also collaborate extensively with a wide range of community-based organizations and
agencies, families, and students In the development and implementation_ of these special
demonstration projects.
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ADDENDUX P

PROJECT STEP-UP

Project Step-Up is a joint effort between the University of Minnesota and

Teamster Local 320 to prepare women within the Teamster bargaining unit for

employment in non-traditional, higher paying jobs. The project has been coordi-

nated by WOMENVEMRE (formerly Chart/WEDCO), a national leader in provid-

ing programming in the area of women and employment.

Sixteen women have participated in the project which included the following

components:

Informational Meetings that addressed the project's scope and

goals, information on non-traditional employment and tools needed

to get a better job.

Screening Sessions where a variety of screening instruments were

administered to participants to assess their skills and aptitudes, manual

dexterity and physical ability, spatial relations and mechanical reason-

ing.

Personal Effectiveness Training designed to assist the participants

prepare for employment in non-traditional jobs and that addressed

empowerment and self esteem issues, goal setting, assertiveness and

techniques for dealing with discrimination and sexual harassment.

Skills Training designed to prepare the participants to meet the

specific job requirements for general mechanic and that addressed

topics such as safe and proper use of hand and power tools, lubrica-

tion and filters, blueprint reading, electric motors, and heating,

ventilation and air conditioning (HVAC) systems.

On the Job Training that gave the participants hands-on experience

in plumbing, carpentry, lock repair, fire alarm systems and all facets of

HVAC.

Support Group Session were held throughout the project to provide

the participants with opportunities to discuss issues relevant to the

project, handle day to day situations and gain personal support

during their training for jobs in non-traditional occupations.
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City of Mkineapolls

(evolvement and Leadership In the Work and Home Environment Project

The MISSION of tke Work and Home Eadronment Project is to identify, create,
promote. maintain, and nurture a healthy work environment by identifying and changing
abusive and neglectful behaviors that interfere with the individual's opportunity to contribute
their maximum effectiveness and efficiency. Soe attached summary

Background on the consulting Thin

Respond 2. Inc , a cormulting firm, works with management and labor to amess, change, and
reinvent the way people 'elate to each other in the workplace. Respond 2, Inc measures
relationshipe in otgaDizaliefts. Relationships form an otganization's culture and standards of
behavior. People in organkartions learn. change, grow. and work through their relationships.
Relationships are measurable. Abusive and neglectful behaviors damage and destroy
relationships.

Abuse and neglect in the workplace have been shown to result in loss of morale and
creativity, productivity and service. Abusive and neglectful relationships cause stress, fear,
distrust, burnout, absenteeism. lawsuits. grievances, and medical problems.

Improving relaaonships will reduce abuse in the workplace, and, at the ume time, improve
performance aid service. Whether it is Denting's quality, Or empOwerTnent, one minute
management, re-engineering, the learning organization, searching for excellence, driving out
fear, managing diversity, TQM, CQI. flattening the organizatton, shifting the paradigm
...whatever.. relationships are the vehicle.

Methods

Respond 2, Inc. measures relationships by using a confidential survey which is filled out by
employees. The survey has been used in over 30 health Cafe. government. businesses and
universities. The survey instrument is a reliable and valid method of measuring relationships
and has been teported to be the state of the art in this type of measurement (Joann% of
American Medkal Association, March 1992).

The survey measures: what kinds of behaviors employees perceive as abusive and neglectful..
who they perceive to be abusive; what abusive and neglectful relationships do to the
functioning of the organization; how much they believe their place of work should be
involved; where they would get help; and what keeps them from speaking up. Using the
survey results as a "road map", employee teams utilize a process diat has been developed to
engage both labor and management in identifying and implementing change.

It is through the collective process of naming abusive and neglectful behaviors that
employees are empowered to improve the way people relate to each other. When employees

2 6
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are able to collectively see and change abusive and neglectful behaviors the organizational
environment u healthier, safer, and more productive.

Ernpkiyees want their workplace irwolved. in the City of Minneapolis. 100% of the elected
officials. department heads, and On representatives responding to the survey said the City
should be involved in addressing abuse and neglect in the .v,kplace (April 1994, Riverwood
Rarely). All groups Respond 2. Inc. has surveyed, except for elected officials, say they
perceive more abuse. daily, at work than at home.

Implementation

The first step is to create a team f about 15 people, which should represent the diversity
that is present in a City Department.. frontline, secretaries, management, union

s, representatives. race and age diversity, and others who may b.-, helpful, such as. employee
assistance providers. The team members select a chair person, or co-chairs, write a problem
statement, mission, and goals. This is then communicated to the full Department for their

4 input and support. The team generally meets twice a month, for one to two hours. After the
project gets going, teams generally meet once a month, for a year.

The chairs of the Department team will also benefit from sitting on the Work and Home
Environment Steering Committee. This will help them see what other departments in the
City are doing to promote an abuse-free workplace, and to irnprove the quality of work, and
work life.

The seemed step in the process is to survey the Deparune at staff. The survey measures
standards of behavior, prevalence of abuse, perceived impact of abuse, desired level of
iovolvement, and what can be dope to create good working relationships. The turvey is also
educational because employees begin to think about behaviors/relationships that prcduce
stress/distrust, and behaviors/relationships that promote productivity and health.

The third step is for the team to design intervention strategies which are based on the survey
findings and the needs of all working in the Department. Examples of employee designed
interventions are. educational programs and materials, training, newslettera which promote
quality of work life, revised policies/procedures, role plays, employee support programs for
those with work or home problems.

The fourth step is measuring the outcomes of the team's work. Measurement questions
generally include have working relationships improved, are relationship problems identified
early, do people feel better about going to work. are more employees involved in creating a
better work place, have services improved? Other measures of success could include reduced
absenteeistn/sick time usage, fewer grievances and better productivity.

The consultants facilitates the steps. Over time, team members become the consultants,
raking over leadership and developing the expertise needed to sustain the changes aad
promote an environment that is respectful, trusting, safe, and productive.
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Mr. PETERSON. This report you have on this in your testimony
appendixaddendum Athese amounts of moneys, these grants,
where are they from?

Ms. DUNN. They are from either the State of Minnesota Dis-
located Worker Fund or State EDWAA dollars.

Mr. PETERSON. So it is mostly State money.
Ms. DUNN. This is all the public dollars. I didn't report on the

private dollars.
Mr. PETERSON. There are private dollars that are matched with

this then?
Ms. DUNN. Yes, and. they are alluded to in the written testi-

monyin the body of the written testimony.
Mr. PETERSON. Ms. Sale, GATEWAY you say is not State run or

State funded. How does a community GATEWAY get organized?
Ms. SALE. A local partnership is formed at the local level, and,

generally, there are a number of different folks who sit on that. In
most cases, there may be a representative from the community col-
lege. There generally is, if there is a community college in that lo-
cality. There are 21 GATEWAY programs at this point.

Mr. PETERSON. Does that cover the whole State?
Ms. SALE. No, it does not, but it is rapidly doing so.
Mr. PETERSON. But you don't mandate this. This is kind of a
Ms. SALE. No, it does not. The communities themselves decide

that they would like to do this, and wethey really do cover the
whole spectrum of the State. You know, New York is very, very di-
verse, and it covers both Niagara County and the Bronx and Mr.
McHugh's district in the north country. It really does cover a lot
of different kinds of populations.

Mr. PETERSON. Do you have conflicts? I know you are trying to
be flexible. Do you have conflicts between the local, State, and Fed-
eral laws?

Ms. SALE. Yes. I used to work at this level as well, and, in fact,
I worked for a Minnesotan, Vice President Mondale. And one of the
things that I felt when I was at this level was that people at the
Federal level who administer programs of this sort ought to rotate
out and have to work at a local program three months out of their
3 years or something of that sort.

Because I think what happens at every level of government is
when we are writing laws, when we are writing regulations, we are
reallywhat we are trying to do is help the person at the bottom
of the chain, the client. And we tend as a legislature or as an exec-
utive writing lawsand this is true at the State level as wellto
try to write things very narrowly because what we would really
like to be doing is running the service. But we can't run the service
from this level. We run the service at their level, the Teamsters
level.

We think if we write the law narrowly enough or regulation nar-
rowly enough then the service provider would have to do exactly
what we want them to do. That's just unrealistic.

So those kinds of barriers are always problems. They create con-
flicts for us. We have to try to remove those barriers at the State
level to the extent we can. We have to try to juggle the Federal
hoops and try to get them into congruence so that local program
providers can provide a service. And that's very difficult, and it
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does create some conflicts, but we have committed ourselves to try-
ing to resolve those conflicts.

Mr. PETERSON. Ms. Dunn, if another State or an area or city
Minneapolis-St. Paulwanted to develop a program like yours,
what would be the office or organization that would be best to initi-
ate other than the Teamsters? Can other groups do this?

Ms. DUNN. Nobody better than the Teamsters.
Mr. PETERSON. I put it wrong. I didn't mean that.
Ms. DUNN. I had to take advantage of that.
Mr. PETERSON. But if it wasn't the Teamsters, what other could

you envisionwho else could do what you are doing?
Ms. DUNN. I think that there are a number of private, nonprofit

organizations and agencies who would be in a similar position to
begin such kinds of programming.

The one codicil to that is that all the programs we are involved
in are on, by and large, a reimbursement basis so whatever organi-
zation wishes to get involved would need to understand that there
is some up-front costs to that organization.

The Teamsters have reached into their resources to begin the
Teamster Service Bureau in order for us to facilitate accessing all
of the public dollars that we are able to. So I think there are a
number of agencies that are probably poised.

Mr. PETERSON. But they have to have some up-front money to
kind of fund this before they get going.

Ms. DUNN. That's right.
Mr. PETERSON. Mr. McHugh, do you have questions?
Mr. MCHUGH. Really more of a comment, Mr. Chairman.
Back when I had some power, when I was in the State legisla-

ture, as I said I did have an opportunity to witness the creation
of the GATEWAY program. And I think Ms. Sale make as very sa-
lient point when she talks about the need for that flexibility.

Certainly in my area, where this program does work, it was driv-
en by local situationsdislocations, plant closures, and they were
able to come together and exercise the flexibility that was granted
to them by the State to respond to those local needs specifically in
a diverse realm such as New York. That's very important. I think
that is something critical in the mix as we go forward. And I know
you recognize that, but I think it is worth underscoring.

The other thing I would just say is, welcome, to Deborah, and
carry my greetings, please, back to the Lieutenant Governor. He
was always kind to me in his role of presiding over the New York
State Senate and made me look pretty good. .And now I am here
trying to learn it all over again.

But that's all I care to say. Thank you.
MS. SALE. Thank you.
Mr. PETERSON. Ms. Sale, these localthis GATEWAY or what-

ever it is called, do they overlap? Or how do theyPICs, private
industry councilsor how does that work? How do they interact
with them?

Ms. SALE. There are usually representatives from the PIC who
are part of the local partnership of GATEWAY. So they typically
work rather closely together.

They are not the same. GATEWAY has a local partner group, but
it doesn't really have a governing body as the PIC has, but it pulls

1
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in representatives of service deliverers, of State entities, of the
PICs, as I said, of local employers, of labor unions and others who
basically come together to try to solve a problem and figure out
what services clients need in their area and really work out a serv-
ice plan for those clients. So they are part of the process.

Mr. PETERSON. GAO says that a lot of the Federal programs
don't have outcome standards or reports.

Ms. SALE. Yes.
Mr. PETERSON. And among those that do they have different re-

quirements and all this. How do your State agency performance
outcome reports relate to the Federal data? Is that a problem?

Ms. SALE. Yes, it is a problem. It is a very severe problem. It
makes it very hard to really compare these programs one to theother. It makes itin our

Mr. PETERSON. Do you think it is as easy as Mr. Carnevale said?
That we are going to just have a commission and they are going
to get to this and we are going to havedo you think it is going
to be that easy?

Ms. SALE. I think Mr. Carnevale has some exceptionally good
ideas, and we agree with him on most of them. I don't know that
a commission is enough.

In our case, without leadership from the Governor's office, I don't
think it would have been possible to do this. The natural tendency
of bureaucracies is to hold on to turf. And unless there is a force
that is larger than the bureaucracies to say we are going to talk
to each other and maybe give up a little turf or maybe the whole
will grow if we all work together and share, if there isn't someone
forcing that relationship, at least at the outset, it doesn't

Mr. PETERSON. And your Governor did it at the State level.
Ms. SALE. And I suspect the OMB could do it here.
I don't believeI mean, the Presidentthe OMB working on be-

half of PresidentI can't really imagine anyone else in the Federal
Government really having the clout to do that.

Mr. PETERSON. Do you think they are interested in doing that?
Ms. SALE. I think perhaps you could ask them. Well, the Presi-

dent certainly seems to be interested in doing that, and his record.
I grew up in Arkansas I have to admit.

Mr. PETERSON. Maybe you shouldn't admit that.
Ms. SALE. Perhaps not.
But his record in Arkansas showed that he is interested in these

issues and, therefore, might be more willing to give more power to
the States than most people in his position would be. And that, you
know, sometimes he feels that way but people below him begin to
say, oh, but if we give it up we will never get it back. And to really
force that kind of collaboration. I think it certainly is worth posing
the question and seeing if you get a result.

Mr. PETERSON. Ms. Dunn can you give us some specific examples
where Federal or State laws get m your way

Ms. DUNN. Yes.
Mr. PETERSON [continuing]. And cause problems for you or for

your participants?
Ms. Dum. Sure. Perhaps TM, the Trade Adjustment Act, is one

of the more serious stumbling blocks we have. We have an awful
lot of dislocated workers in Minnesota who are both eligible under

13 0
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the EDWAA program and under the Trade Adjustment Act. And
because those two programs don't work well together, both pro-
grams suffer, and the worker is never able to access the full realm
of services that are available.

SpecificallyTAA really is directed to providing training, and
that's about all that they want to provide. A dislocated worker
needs a lot more services than simple trainingtuition reimburse-
ments and that kind of thingin order to pass through that transi-
tion period. So they win look to the dislocated worker program to
provide the support services and the basic readjustment kinds of
services.

That ought to work very nicely. The problem with it is that the
regulations under a dislocated worker program require that you
spend 50 percent of your budget on training and not more than 20
or 25 percent on support service kinds of needs.

The result of the impact of TAA on a dislocated worker project
is the dislocated worker project isn't spending the money it needs
to in training. Its overall budget is reduced. Therefore, its budget
for support services are reduced, and nobody gets the amount of
support services that they need to have.

Also there are a number of strange regulations that happen sim-
ply within the EDWAA regulations. For instance, a dislocated
worker provider who has a participant that goes through training
and learns a new set of skills but, unfortunately, gets rehired by
the employer who dislocated them, even if it is a new job with a
whole new set of skills with no seniority accompanying the hiring
procedures, the program doesn't get to count that person as a
placement. They become a negative strike against that program.

So when we start talking about what the performance standards
on a dislocated worker program need to be we need to look at those
conditions that we are setting up in the law that don't allow us to
perform the way we need totoward the overall goal, which is to
return them to employment.

I think there has been some discussion in Minnesota about dif-
ferent ways to implement performance objectives or ways to gauge
performance. One of the topics they talked about isI think Mr.
Carnevale or Mr. Crawford was speaking earlier about the fact that
these dislocated worker programs or the employment programs
really don't train anybody. It all goes into administration.

So one of the ways Minnesota wanted to make sure that the dis-
located worker programs were actually putting people into training
was to require a certain amount of "seat time" at a vocational col-
lege. The person had to be at the school a certain number of hours
in order for that to be a legitimate kind of training experience.

I think it is fairly obvious that all of the education field is turn-
ing away from that kind of a performance goal because it doesn't
matter how long a person sits in a classroom in a technical college
or anywhere. Wiat really matters is if the training gets delivered
in a way that the client can ACCESS and that training directly re-
lates to the eventual placement.

So I think it is very important that while we are looking at per-
formance standards that we think rationally about what's really
important under a dislocated worker program for a provider to per-
form.

1 3
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Mr. PETERSON. Do you think a major consolidation of the Federal
programs might hurt your ability to serve special needs or groups
that have nontraditional training like for women or other groups?

Ms. DUNN. Yes, we are concerned about that. The one-stop career
center concept is a good recommendation. It is true that people
need to have a point of access, an information delivery kind of sys-
tem that will facilitate their access to all the programs that they
are eligible for.

The concern we have is that if that one-stop career center is so
narrowly defined that it only becomes a government-operated pro-
gram that the initiatives of the public and private sectorsorry,
the private sector get minimized in that.

The way that service bureau is able to operate right now we have
not only the involvement from the Teamsters and pulling their re-
sources into our programming but also the companies that are lay-
ing off the dislocated workers and other community agencies that
are interested in returning people to full employment.

I am very concerned that if the career center option is imple-
mented in a way that precludes us from delivering services to
union people and other workers in the State of Minnesota it will
preclude other folks from being involved as well. Then we are, in
fact, going to minimize the range of services that could be avail-
able.

So as we are looking at consolidating programsand there is no
doubt that the 155 programs need to be consolidated or redefined
so that they work better togetherstill I encourage the committee
and everyone who is looking at this issue to keep in mind that
there is an investment by the community in their workers who are
being dislocated. And we see this in the rural areas in particular.

Representative Peterson, in your district I know this to be true.
It has been true in other parts of Minnesota, whete the entire com-
munity gets behind a dislocation effort in terms of going out and
trying to find some way to stimulate the economy, bring somebody
in to replace that plant that is being closed.

We had a project down in Fairmont, MN, where the high school
band showed up to play for the dislocated workers when they came
to their orientation. I mean, those are the kinds of initiatives that
we don't want to see minimized. But if all the stakeholders aren't
allowed to come to the table and have ownership from the begin-
ning, we are going to lose that kind of possibility.

Mr. PETERSON. You were listening to this discussion about the
information systems and all that.

Ms. DUNN. Yes.
Mr. PETERSON. In Minnesota, how far are we along in having

that information available? Can you access information from all the
different State and Federal programs in helping you do what you
are doing?

Ms. DUNN. Not easily. There is a lot of planning going on toward
ffiat end. And, too, the States

Mr. PETERSON. Who is planning it?
Ms. DUNN. The department of economic security. It used to be

called jobs and training, but they just recently changed their name.
Mr. PETERSON. So the State ishave they got their information

service, all of it, involved in that?
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Ms. DUNN. Yes, and they have gottln itipisit from all the service
providers for XrPA programs. It is a huge endeavor that they are
undertaking, and I think it has gotten bogged down in the quag-
mire somewhere, which is no big surprise..

Mr. PETERSON. So you would not agree with Mr. Carnevale that
this is pretty easy to do.

Ms. DUNN. No, I would not. It has been very difficult to do.
The one thing that we have been able to do that's been kind of

interesting is E-mail. So now we canwhen we can't get the bu-
reaucrats on the phone we can at least E-mail them.

Mr. PETERSON. Because they have PCs?
Ms. DUNN. Yes.
Ms. SALE. E-mail is an enormous help. If the whole government

was on E-mail you would have much progress.
Mr. PETERSON. But that's a hard thing to do. Even in the

Houseit is not easy to get on the system here in the House. You
have to get to be one of the chosen few that is going to lead the
way on this. You've got to get a permission to sign up, and then
it takes quite a while.

I tried to sign up for Internet Et month ago, and I am still not
on the system. And there is only, I think, 15 of us out of 435 that
are being allowed tc, get on here. I mean, this is just the House.

And when you get into the agenciesyou know, HUD has got
seven different systems that don't talk to each otherantiquated
mainframes, all this different stuff. Now they have got an eighth
system that they are going to try to coordinate the other seven, and
I don't think that one is going to talk to the other seven.

It just seems like every time we get into some of these details
it gets worse, and it almost seems like we would be better off if we
give every Federal Government employee $2,000 and told them to
go to Radio Shack. I'm serious. We would be a lot further ahead.

Ms. SALE. If you gave them a certain set of criteria for the kind
of consistency you wanted across the system and said, "OK, here
is $2,000 and it has to meet these criteria," you probably would be
better off. I don't want to minimize howhow much effort it takes
to pull together systems that don't speak.to each other, but it isn't
impossible.

Mr. PETERSON. Part of it is just getting it hooked together and
getting access to the phone lines. If you can get through the phone
lines, it doesn't make any difference what machine you are talking
to on the other end, if you are doing it that way. Where it gets to
be a vroblem is where you are trying to hard wire these things.

Ms. SALE. And that's not necessary any more.
Mr. PETERSON. Then you get tied into a certain type of architec-

ture and all this other sort of thing. Like I say, we ought to be able

to do it, but with my experience in looking at these other agencies
and how they are working toward this is I am skeptical.

Ms. SALE. One of our biggest challenges, actually, recently in the
whole world of automation has been automating our unemployment
systemI'm sorry, the worker's comp system. It is a huge, cum-
bersome system and figuring out what approach to take has taken
us a very long time.

But what we found is that the capacity to do this is there. What
you need is a design to come together, create an overall concept
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and figure out how to P.o that most quickly. We finally decided that
it really took someone from outside who didn't have a vested inter-
est in protecting their particular system to work with us to do that.

Mr. PETERSON. Hard to find.
Ms. SALE. You basically have to have someone who is not going

to provide you the system in the long run either on the private
side.

Mr. PETERSON. Hard to find somebody that isn't tied into some-
thing or has some bias toward something.

Ms. SALE. That's true.
Mr. PETERSON. It is impossible unless you brought them down )4

from another planet.
Ms. SALE. But it does exist. One of the things that I should say

is that our employment system data could come into my living /room at this point. We are that advanced in terms of our capacity
to network and deliver that service.

Mr. PETERSON. In the State of New York.
Ms. SALE. In the State of New York.
Mr. PETERSON. But there are a lot of States that are not at that

level.
Ms. SALE. There are a lot of State that aren't. But what our ex-

perience shows is that it can be done, and it needs to be done.
Ms. DUNN. Mr. Chairman, I would just add that in our workplace

literacy program we had an opportunity to work with the national
network that the U.S. Department of Education set up called
OTAN. Their idea was to connect all the providers of workplace lit-
eracy programs so that everybody would know what everybody else
was doing. And that might be one resource you would like to talk
to as you look at this because it didn't work. So it would be one
avenue not to go down.

For a multitude of reasons the information processing never ma-
terialized, and the Department spent a lot of money in getting us
the computer and the hookup that we needed for all the providers.

Mr. PETERSON. Well, we have got a lot of examples of what
doesn't work. We need to get more of what does somehow or an-
other.

Ms. SALE. We would be very happy to have any of your staff or
anyone else who would like to come to New York and see what we
are doing visit us at any time.

Mr. PETERSON. OK. We may take you up on that. ;
We thank you both very much for being with us. We applaud

what you are doing out there, and we hope that whatever we do- ,

doesn't screw up what you are doing.
Ms. DUNN. So do we.
Mr. PETERSON. That it actually helps.
Ms. SALE. We will keep telling you if we think it will.
Mr. PETERSON. And we thank everybody for their involvement.
And the subcommittee stands adjourned.
[Whereupon, at 12:10 p.m., the subcommittee adjourned, to re-

convene subject to the call of the Chair.]
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